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TIt)RD COMMITTEE

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.)

AGENDA.

Questions referred to the Third Committee by the Assembly at the meeting held on September
15th, 1925 (morning):

I . Statistical enquiry on the trade in arms, ammunition and implements of war;

2. Private manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war;

3. Year-Book of General and Statistical Information on the Armaments of the Different
Countries.

(Documents : A. 7. 1925 (Chapter 3), A. 7. (a). 1925 (Chapter 4), A. 57 (1). 1925.)

4. Item No. 13 on the Agenda of the Sixth Assembly:

Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments

(a) Draft resolution by the Delegation of the Netherlands (document A.51. 1925).

(b) Draft resolution by the Spanish Delegation (document A. 53 (1). 1925).

(c) Draft resolution by the Hungarian Delegation (document A. 63. 1925).

(See also documents : A. 7. 1925 (Chapter 3), A. 25. 1925.)
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FIRST MEETING

Held on Tuesday, September 8th, 1925, at 4.45 p.m.

Chairman: M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes).

1. Election of the Vice-Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the members of the Committee for the honour done to his country
by his election to the chair. He realised that the task would be an easy one, since the Committee
had the benefit of the experience of numerous members who had already sat in the Third
Committee of previous Assemblies.

He asked the Committee to proceed to elect a Vice-Chairman.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) proposed the name of M. de Brouckere (Belgium).

M. DE BROUCKERE was appointed by acclamation Vice-Chairman of the Third Committee.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Vice-Chairman) thanked the Committee for the honour which it had
done him. He would endeavour to make up for any lack of knowledge on his part of the
traditional procedure by an earnest good will. He thought, however, that, with so active a
Chairman as the Committee had chosen, the Vice-Chairmanship would be purely honorary
in character.

2. Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN considered that the Committee would be unable to frame its agenda until
the conclusion of the debates on the report to the Assembly.

This was agreed to.

3. Publicity of the Meetings of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in previous Assemblies the meetings of the Third Com-
mittee had been held in public, and proposed that this procedure should be continued this year.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) suggested the proviso' that, if circumstances so required it for a parti-
cular meeting, such meeting might be held in private.

The Committee decided that for the present its meetings should be held in public.

The Committee rose at 5 p.m.

SECOND MEETING

Held on Tuesday, September 15th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes).

4. Communication from the Bureau of the Assembly.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium), Vice-Chairman, read the following communication :

"The General Committee of the Assembly requests the Chairmen of Com-
mittees to he good enough to remind the Committees, as soon as possible, of the
character of their minutes.

" Whereas the records of the plenary meetings of the Assembly are verbatim
records, the minutes of Committees consist merely of a summary of the main points

· of the discussion. Delegates should not, therefore, expect to find in the minutes
a full shorthand report of their remarks but a summary, in regard to which they may
request corrections to be made.
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"The draft minutes of each meeting will be distributed, as far as possible, before
the next meeting. Any corrections desired by delegates should be handed in to the
Secretary before the meeting following that at which -the minutes are distributed.
The Chairman will, at his discretion, submit such emendations to the Committee,
with which it will rest to determine the final text of the minutes."

5. Adoption of the Agenda.

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, the Committee adopted the provisional agenda drawn up
by the Secretariat as follows:

1. Statistical Enquiry on the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements
of War;

2. Private Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War;
3. Year-Book of General and Statistical Information on the Armaments of the

Different Countries
4. Item 13 on the Agenda of the Sixth Assembly: Arbitration, Security and

Reduction of Armaments.

6. Statistical Enquiry on the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War:
Draft Resolution by the Salvador Delegation.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) considered it necessary that Governments, in publishing their
statistics, should conform to the models given in the Annex to the Convention for the Supervi-
sion of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War. It
wastrue that the coming into force of the Convention might take some little time owing to
slowness of ratification, and it was important that until then the information published by
the Secretariat should profit by the work accomplished by the Conference. He therefore
presented the following draft resolution:

" The Assembly,
"Taking into account the provisions of the Convention for the Supervision

of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War,
signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925;

"Considering the advantage to be derived from the standardisation of nomen-
clature and statistical systems for this trade;

"Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution of the Fifth Assembly dated Sep-
tember 27th, 1924, in virtue of which States Members and non-members of the
League of Nations are invited to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which
they may deem likely to be of assistance in the preparation of a collection of statis-
tical data concerning -the trade in arms and ammunition and in implements of war:

" Recommends all States, if possible, to adopt forthwith the models given in
Annex I to the said Convention, for their national statistics, and in any case for the
documents they supply to the Secretariat as data for the preparation of the above-
mentioned collection."

M. I)E PAlAcloS (Spairn) warmly sllpported the proposal of M. GuCrrero.

Sir Cecil HURST (British Empire),while fully admitting the great advantages of uniformity
in statistics, desired that more latitude should be given under the terms of the draft resolution
to Governments which might find considerable difficulty in modifying their statistical methods
immediately despite a desire to do this.

M. JOUHAUX (France) -said that it was essential that the new method should be adopted
by Governments as soon as possible in order that the Committees of the League of Nations
should not continue their work based on inadequate documents.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) supported the proposal of the British Empire delegate tending to
make the terms of the last paragraph of the resolution less peremptory. The resolution,
in effect, amounted to putting into force a portion of a convention which had not yet been
ratified. Until Governments had laid down the system of licences it would be difficult for
them to conform to the proposed models of statistics.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) thought, on the other hand, that it was not a question of putting
a convention into force but of taking advantage, without inconvenience to anyone, of a system
which had received the unanimous agreement of the forty-four States represented at the
Conference on the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in
Implements of War.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) supported the proposal of M. Guerrero. He remarked that
Governments which would undoubtedly ratify the Convention would certainly have to modify
their methods of statistics, and it would be better to do it now as far as possible.
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M. COPPOLA (Italy) still thought that this amounted to putting into force a portion of the
Convention which had not been ratified. It was further to be noted that certain States repre-
sented at the Conference were not Members of the League of Nations and would therefore
not be bound by the resolution. He would, however, raise no further objections, as M. Guerrero
said he was prepared to accept the modification suggested by Sir Cecil Hurst.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thought that the situation of each Government would best
be met by adopting the following wording:

"Recommends all States, so soon as they may find it possible."

The draft resolution was adopted without alteration as regards the first three paragraphs,
and in the following wording for the fourth paragraph:

"Recommends all States, so soon as they may find it possible, to adopt the models

given in Annex I to the said Convention for their national statistics, and for the
documents they supply to the Secretariat as data for the preparation of the above-
mentioned collection."

7. Private Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War: Draft Resolu-
tion by the Delegation of Salvador.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) recalled that the Conference which met for the supervision

of the trade in arms found it impossible, despite a desire so to do, to deal with the question
of private manufacture, as delegates had not the necessary instructions. It was, however,

admitted that the two questions were indissolubly connected, and that equality between
producing and non-producing countries could only be re-established by means of a convention
on private manufacture.

The Co-ordination Commission of the Council had postponed consideration of the question

pending the result of the Conference on the Supervision of the Trade in Arms. Delegations
of producing States, among them the delegation of the United States of America, had declared

their readiness to study a convention on private manufacture, and it was on this condition

that non-producing States had agreed to accept supervision of the trade in arms:
He therefore proposed the following draft resolution:

"The Assembly adopts the declaration inserted in its final Act by the Conference
for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in

Implements of War which met at Geneva in May and June 1925, declaring that the

Convention concerning the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammu-
nition and in Implements of War must be considered as an important step towards

a general system of international agreements regarding arms and ammunition and
implements of war, and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the

manufacture of such arms and ammunition and implements of war should receive
early consideration by the different Governments;

"The Assembly relies upon the Council to ensure that the preliminary work
on the subject of the supervision of the private manufacture of arms, ammunition
and implements of war should lead as speedily as possible to the preparation of a

draft convention in order that the Council should be in a position to summon an
international conference to consider it, if possible before the next Assembly;

" It is of opinion that the co-operation of a representative of the United States
Government in the preliminary work for this convention is indispensable to the
success of the conference and begs the Council to invite the said Government to co-
operate as soon as it considers such a step possible."

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) asked the Secretary to be good enough to inform them
of the procedure followed by the Council during the past year.

The SECRETARY explained that the Co-ordination Commission had nominated a com-

mittee of enquiry of three members composed of MM. Guani, Cobian and Veverka. This

Committee drew up a questionnaire asking the opinion of Governments as to the evil effects

of private manufacture within the meaning of the Covenant. This questionnaire was referred

to the different technical organisations represented on the Co-ordination Commission for their

observations. Up to now the Economic and Financial Committees, the Permanent Advisory

Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions and the Labour Group of the Governing

Body of the International Labour Office had replied. The Transit Committee and the
Employers' Group of the International Labour Office had not yet replied.

The Committee of Enquiry would examine the replies and draft the questionnaire, which

would, after approval by the Council, be addressed to the Governments.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) wished to amend the drafting of the second paragraph of the reso-

lution in order to emphasise the wish of the Assembly.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua) agreed with M. Motta, as he considered it essential to safeguard
the prerogative of the Assembly. At the same time he criticised the right which the Council

had assumed to itself of nominating the Presidents of International Conferences.
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the latter observation of M. Sottile was not in the province
of the Committee.

Paragraphs 1 and 3 of the draft resolution were adopted without amendment.

Paragraph 2 was adopted in the following terms, as proposed by M. Motta:

"The Assembly invites the Council to continue the preliminary work on the
subject of the control of the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements
of war so that a draft convention may be prepared as speedily as possible and that the
Council may summon an international conference to consider it, if possible before the
next Assembly."

8. Arbitration, Security and the Reduction of Armaments: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that they had several draft resolutions to study.
He proposed to open a general discussion and not to discuss those resolutions separately.

This was agreed to.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said that he shared the general opinion as to the uselessness of
assembling a conference for the reduction of armaments before conditions of security had been
laid down. That, however, did not stop them from at once making preparations for such a
conference. He reminded the Committee that he had presented to the Assembly the
following draft resolution, the principle of which had been supported by M. Paul-Boncour:

" Considering the importance of proceeding without delay with the preparation
of a general programme covering the whole question of the reduction and limitation
of armaments with a view to convening, at an opportune moment, a general inter-
national conference:

" The Assembly begs the Council to study this problem, particularly with the
object of setting up a special organism entrusted with the duty of preparing a draft
for the above-mentioned programme.

It seemed to him that the draft resolution presented by M. Quifiones de Le6n would delay
the question of preparation until that of security had been established.

The Spanish resolution read as follows:

"The Assembly, profoundly 'attached to the cause of peace, and convinced
that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of mutual
confidence between nations;

" Declaring afresh that a war of aggression constitutes an international crime;

" Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly
of the League of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Peaceful Settlement of
International Disputes and of the fact that the said Protocol has not up to the
present received the ratifications necessary for putting it into operation immediately;

"Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to advance these
questions by concluding treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit of the
Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol
(arbitration, security, disarmament);

" Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area
but may be applied to the whole world;

"Recommends that,.after these agreements have been deposited with the League
of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the Seventh
Assembly on the progress in general security brought about by such agreements:

"Undertakes again to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method
of arbitration, security and disarmament;

"And requests the Council to make preparatory arrangements for a conference
on the reduction of armaments, as soon as, in its opinion, satisfactory conditions
have been achieved from the point of view of general security as provided for in
Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly. "

He added that Count Apponyi, who shared the same apprehensions, had also presented
a draft resolution similar in terms to his own.

He was of opinion that a sub-committee could very easily find a formula in the three
drafts which would meet general approbation. Further, he ventured to express the opinion
that the preamble of the Spanish resolution should be simplified.

M. Loudon then proceeded to consider the working of the present Co-ordination Com-
mission, which body seemed to him inadequate. The Council had rather narrowly inter-
preted the resolution of the last Assembly. The Commission was to include representatives
of Governments not members of the Council. He further pointed out that the representatives
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of the Labour Group had, in a letter addressed to the Council, complained that they were unable
to make their views fully known on certain questions which were de'alt with. The very name
of the Commuission seemed to him inappropriate, as it (lid not indicate what the task of the
Commission was. The organ, should be a central commission with a large niumlber of sub-
committees --- industrial, scientific, economic, military, etc. Such a Committee might get
into touch with bodies or persons such as the Carnegie Fund or Professor Shotwell,who were
dealing with the same problems. Such a commission would have an enormous field to cover
and must consequently have a secretariat which was fully adequate. In conclusion, he asked
that a sub-committee should be appointed for the purpose of examining the various draft
resolutions and to study the details of organisation of the body to be set up.

General TlNCZOS (Hungary) presented to the Committee the following resolution, which

had been submitted to the Assembly by his delegation:

" Replace the last paragraph of the Spanish proposal by the following

" And invites the Council to consider forthwith plans for a general reduction
of armaments in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant, and, at the same
time, to make preparatory arrangements for a conference on the reduction of arma-
ments, such conference to meet and to begin its work without delay, as soon as,
in the opinion of the Council or of the Assembly, those conditions of security
are fulfilled on which the success of the conference must depend.

"The Council is invited to report to the Seventh Assembly on the progress
of the work undertaken in execution of the present resolution."

He wished to recall the point of view of the Hungarian delegation. Hungary supported

either the system of the Covenant amplified by special agreements, though it feared that

in certain cases such agreements might provoke factions in the League of Nations, or the system

of a general protocol on condition that one or the other fulfilled the promise of general
disarmament solemnly made to Hungary in the Preamble of Part V of the Treaty of Trianon.

Hungary was at present, in comparison with the military force of its neighbours, in a state of

disarmament much below the minimum compatible with its national security. Indeed,

Hungary might only maintain 35,000 armed men and 105 guns for a population of about eight

millions. According to the Armaments Year-Book published by the Secretariat, the peace

strength of neighbouring States was as follows:

States Population Budgetary Strength Guns
(approximately)

Austria ..... .. 6,500,000 . 30,000 90

Czechoslovakia . .. .. .. 13,600,000 149,992 1,400

Roumania .. 16,260,000 136,379 1,700

Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 12,000,000 117,999 650

The speaker concluded by expressing the hope that, thanks to the solution provided for

by a general disarmament, the present situation would' disappear.

r. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) supported the proposal of M. Loudon, but desired that

the opinions of the various delegations should be heard during the general discussion before

setting up the contemplated sub-committee. It seemed to him that the role of this sub-

committee was not yet clear in the minds of the Committee. Item 13 on the agenda of the

Assembly (Arbitration, Security and Disarmament) had been referred to the First and Third

Committees, who had been instructed to apportionthetask as requisite. This apportionment

seemed to him very simple, seeing that, of the three terms, the intermediate one "Security" had

disappeared and was being dealt with without the Assembly. There remained, therefore,

" Arbitration" for the First Committee and " Reduction of Armaments " for the Third Com-

mittee. He hoped that the League of Nations would again take over the question of security

and that the work achieved in this matter at the last Assembly would continue to. thrive, if

not officially, at any rate in the public conscience. For that reason he fully approved the

proposal of the Spanish delegation. HIe desired on this subject to express very clearly theview

of Belgium. Belgium was ready to enter into the path of disarmament the moment there was

a certainty that her security was assured, but she had decided not to enter therein so long as

this certainty did not exist. The term " Security" was, for Relgium, not an empty one.

Unfortunately, history had forced his country to the resolve to defend itself by the strength
of her arm so long as Right was impotent to achieve that end.

He would, on the other hand, hold it a criminal thing to delay for one hour thie prepara-

tion for a conference on disarmament and the inauguration of such a conference so soots

as that were possible. It was, then, necessary forthwith to say to the Council by what method

and in what spirit the preljminary. work must be undertaken. On that point he wished to

remark that the proposal made to the Assembly by the French delegation contemplating

the convocation of an economic conference in the interests not only of economics but also that

of peace, opened up a new path. The disarmament problem was not merely military, as it



-13 -

touched on numerous questions - economic, industrial, financial, etc. It would be well,
perhaps, to enquire in what manner and to what extent the preparation for the Economic
Conference and for the Conference on the Reduction of Armamants might be co-ordinated.
One might; perhaps, modify the proposal of the President of the Assembly and ask the Second
and Third Committees to establish a liaison.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain), after having recalled the attitude of Spain with regard to the
Protocol of Geneva, pointed out that the draft resolution submitted to the Assembly by
M. Quifiones de Leon had been drawn up in a spirit of conciliation and with a view to taking into
account existing circumstances. He was therefore ready to welcome all suggestions which
might tend to a unanimous expression of opinion. As regards M. Loudon's criticisms on the
preamble of the resolution, he wished to point out that the object of that resolution was to
treat the problem in its entirety and not to limit it only to questions of disarmament.

M. LANGE (Norway) reminded the Committee that the Protocol had been drawn up as
a result of the wholehearted frankness of the delegations and the spirit of conciliation shown by
all in taking into consideration points of view so openly expressed. It was thus -that Norway
had accepted the Protocol, despite certain qualms on the subject of the system of sanction
and special treaties. Although he continued in the opinion that the best means of obtaining
security lay in the reduction of armaments, he had been willing to pave the way for an agreement
which would take into consideration the opposite opinion.

He thought, however, that if, at the end of the last Assembly, there were certain doubts
on the fate'of the Protocol, that was because the problem of the reduction of armaments had
been left in the background, while arbitration and security'had been dealt with in their broad
lines. It must be admitted that it had been impossible to go into the problem of the reduction
of armaments when no technical preparation had been made. It was important not to repeat
this error but to be ready when the occasion should arise.

Such a preparation would call for very arduous and complicated labour necessitating
a special body. He entirely supported the opinion of M. Loudon as to the constitution of that
body, particularly in regard to the representation of Governments. He added that it was
necessary, if the work were to be fruitful, that the Committee set up should have the confidence
of the Governments and of the technical organisations represented. Finally, he was of opinion
that if the Sixth Assembly succeeded in creating an adequate body, it would have made a
decisive step towards the final goal. Moreover, he wished to support what M. Loudon had
said as regards the Secretariat. It was very important that the Secretariat, dealing with the
subject of disarmament a subject to which an entire article of the Covenant was allotted
should have an importance and a prestige worthy of the matters with which it deals.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) took note of the fact that there was general agreementto refer
the various resolutions to a sub-committee. Without doubt the Committee would agree with
M. deBrouckere that such a sub-committee should not be nominated that day. At the same
time, it seemed to him essential that they should clearly define the mandate to be given to
this sub-committee before they separated. The three resolutions did not run contrary to one
another but were complementary. The Hungarian and Netherlands proposals were intended
to replace the last paragraph of the Spanish resolution. The position reverted to the
time when Resolution XIV was voted wherein it was laid down that the reduction of arma-
ments should be proportional to the security resulting from agreements. It was therefore
necessary to define security in order that disarmament should be effected in proportion to
due security at the proper moment. In the meantime a theoretical and. technical study
of the factors governing the war strength of any country, such as military strength, rapidity
of mobilisation, rapidity of manufacture, etc., could be started.

They had, then, under the terms of Resolution XIV, to undertake the technical preparation
for disarmament, and in this spirit he supported the proposals put forward. There was a second
condition to be made, namely, that these proposals should come at the end of the Spanish
declaration in order clearly to emphasise that the three terms " Arbitration, Security and
Disarmament " formed a whole and must be taken in their order. After the declaration
contained in Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant that the territorial integrity of a country
when attacked would be maintained; that war directly'affected the whole League and that the
Council would take steps to defend, that country, it was impossible to ask that State to disarm
at once unless the obligations of all were defined. The French delegation was prepared to
accept the amendment to the last paragraph of the Spanish proposal, which combined the
resolutions of Count Apponyi and M. Loudon, subject to this twofold condition - that this
amendment should refer to a preparation of a technical kind and that it should be incorporated
in the Spanish proposal.

The CHAIRMAN adjourned further discussion to a subsequent meeting.

The Committee rose at 7 p.m.
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THIIRD MEETING

Held on Th'ursday, Sepleinber 17th, 1925, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes).

9. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments (continuation of the general
discussion).

M. DEBSKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation adhered to the idea of the Protocol
which should serve as a basis for the work of the present Assembly so as to ensure continuity
in the work of the League of Nations. The Protocol had elucidated in an important way
many points which had been obscure and were capable of varied interpretations. It was
in this spirit that he desired to consider the draft resolution submitted to the Third Committee.

On many points the resolution of the Spanish delegation satisfied him. In the paragraph
which reiterated the statement that a war of aggression was an international crime, he would
like to see the Sixth Assembly approve the definition of aggression as laid down by the Fifth
Assembly.

The Protocol had most categorically allied the definition of aggression with the application
of international sanctions, the automatic application of which was alone capable of ensuring
peace. If by reason of circumstances the Spanish formula said nothing about sanctions, it
did affirm that all agreements reached must be in accordance with the principles of the Protocol.
The Polish delegation shared the view enunciated in the Spanish proposal as to the realisation
of conditions of security before approaching the question of general disarmament. When these
conditions were realised would be a matter for the Council to decide.

The Netherlands delegation required the setting-up of a special body to draw up the
programme of the reduction of armaments. That body existed. It would be sufficient
to revert to the spirit of the resolution of the Fifth Assembly under which the setting-up
of that body had been requested. The essential part of that body must be formed by the
representatives of those nations which were members of the Council, but it was essential
that other nations and other bodies of opinion should be represented on the technical orga-
nisations which would collaborate in the work.

The speaker also thought it necessary to enter forthwith upon the study of the disarma-
ment problem, which would prove to be much more complicated than appeared at first sight.
A study of the problem of disarmament could not be confined to outward signs of military power,
such as military strength, reserves of war material, but must include the whole position of
the country, its resources in the various fields -- economic, scientific, etc. Such a study
would clear up many misunderstandings. Poland was ready to assist wholeheartedly in this
important work.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) desired, as Rapporteur to the Council on armament questions,
to make a defence of the Co-ordination Commission, and would explain the intentions of
the Council in the matter. The Protocol provided that the Disarmament Conference should
be summoned on June 15th, 1925, and the preliminary work to be undertaken had been there-
fore a matter of urgency. In view of the very great political responsibility involved, the
Council had considered that it should retain control of the work and should allocate the task
to the various technical bodies: hence the idea for the name of "Co-ordination. " Now,
this Co-ordination had to be made along political lines which only the Council could indicate.
Such considerations were equally important for the body which it was proposed to entrust
with the preliminary work of disarmament. M. B6nes added that the Co-ordination Com-
mission could not have done more than it did, and it was due to a sequence of political cir-
cumstances that its meetings were adjourned.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) thought that there would be little difficulty in finding a formula
unanimously acceptable. He recalled the successive hopes' and disappointments resulting
from each of the efforts made by the League of Nations, and he thought it necessary to strengthen
its authority so as to be able to make a very great effort to achieve results as regards disarma-
ment, which, as M. Paul-Boncour said, was the one in the three oft-repeated terms which
aroused the greatest hope in the popular mind. They were all impatiently awaiting the
result of the negotiations between the great Powers, and no one would wish to embarrass
these negotiations which it was to be hoped would result in creating the feeling of security
necessary for the work of the League.

These agreements would be, however, insufficient by themselves to ensure a lasting peace.
To that end they must be succeeded by a general and radical reduction of armaments.

He noted with pleasure the will of the Committee to do all that was possible so that the
League of Nations might be ready to act as soon as the negotiations had been completed
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and to take steps in the desired direction at once. He agreed with many previous speakers
that the Co-ordination Commission should be enlarged, altered and re-named ; in particular
it must include representatives of all shades of opinion. Moreover, it would be necessary
to increase the service of the Secretariat, which, created by the First Assembly with a small
personnel, would be quite unable to cope with the difficult task imposed on it in future. He
saw no difficulty in the condition made by M. de Jouvenel as regarded the proposal of M. Loudon.
They would all admit that in the present circumstances it was only a question of technical
preparation. At the same time, such work would be very considerable. A useful basis was
to be found in the laws or draft laws on the subject of the reduction of armaments which had
been voted or proposed in certain countries, in the work of the Carnegie Foundation, in the
studies or drafts presented to the Inter-Parliamentary Union.

Whilethe Covenant did contemplate a plan of reduction for each State, it was apparent
that the Council would need a common standard to enable it to judge whether the proposals of
the various States were justified. How would they be able to reconcile the various interests
of States with a certain degree of uniformity in their armaments ? Could they reduce arma-
ments without throwing over the principle of compulsory service ? Could they carry out
such reduction by stages ? What was the relative value between standing armies, volunteers
and militia, etc. ? All these questions, apart from economic and industrial preparation,
would require profound study. In conclusion, he thought that the Committee should indicate
the limits of the contemplated work and the broad lines for a practical programme. He
therefore submitted the following resolution to the Committee:

"The Third Committee decides to appoint a sub-committee in order:
" 1. To co-ordinate the draft resolutions submitted to the Committee and

to frame a single text;

"2. To lay down the general lines of the programme of the preparatory
technical work necessary for the reduction of armaments based on the views
expressed during the discussions, and also in regard to the machinery required
for this preparatory work."

M. ENGBERG (Sweden) agreed with M. de Jouvenel that the immediate duty of the Com-
mittee was to combine the three resolutions in a common text. The Spanish proposal had the
great merit of emphasising certain principles of the Protocol, but, as regarded disarmament,
it expressed but a pious hope, and would result in adjourning the preparatory work and causing
a profound disappointment. The Hungarian resolution was a great improvement, as it empha-
sised the necessity of an immediate study of the plans for the reduction of armaments. But
the Netherlands resolution was still better, as it requested the Council to consider the setting-
up of a special organ which should draw up a draft of the programme.

He shared the views of M. Loudon as to the constitution of this organ. He wished it
placed on a broader basis and more. democratic, and thus to be a representative expression of
the firm will of the people to hasten the preparatory work, as well as the will of the small
nations, which were at times victims of the struggles of the great nations and which thus gained
the right to be heard. He wished further to point out that it would perhaps not be essential for
nations which were in favourable circumstances to await the achievement of general security
before undertaking a reduction of their armaments. He also drew the attention of the Com-
mittee to the immense strength of the labour element which could be made use of by the League
of Nations. These labour forces had been looking for a means of assuring peace, and they had
suggested a general strike. Such a means, which ran the risk of being improperly employed
when the aggressor could not be'established with certainty, would be, thanks to the principles
of the' Covenant under which the aggressor could be established, a considerable assistance in
applying sanctions. The permanent threat of a general strike in a country which had been
marked down as an aggressor would considerably strengthen the whole system of sanctions
and would have the further advantage of uniting the working-class interests with the League
of Nations. The speaker said that he wished to point out this aspect of the question as the
attention of the Workers' International had been drawn to the problem ; he had mentioned
it in his personal capacity in order to show the necessity for centralising all the forces tending
to peace. He certainly considered it essential that the preparatory work should be undertaken
forthwith as contemplated in the resolution of M. Loudon.

MI. MARCOVITrCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that his country
remained faithful to the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant and would support every effort
made by the Council to establish a basis for the reduction of armaments. For that reason his
country had voted for Resolution XIV, and, while supporting the principle laid down in .the
Treaty of Mutual Assistance, it had expressed certain doubts as to the value of the security
which that Treaty would afford. The Protocol which had been voted by the Fifth Assembly
represented a great step forward in the domain of International Law, but it was essential
that a principle of law should express existing conditions and not be merely a theoretical
principle. The principles of the Protocol were admitted throughout the world and by all
States, but no State was ready to apply them in their entirety, as that would imply a profound
modification of international morality. Special agreements would form an application of the
Protocol by successive stages. The Rhine Agreement now under discussion aroused a general
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hope that it would open the way to other similar agreements and would leadto general tran-
quillisation. The speaker, while noting that the Spanish resolution appeared to be generally
acceptable, would like to see emphasis laid on the principles of the Protocol and regional
treaties of guarantee in that resolution.

In this connection he regretted to note the pessimistic statement of Count Apponyi, who
had told the Assembly that such agreements would be impossible in that part of Europe where
Hungary was. Such words, which perhaps went beyond the actual intention of the speaker,
should not have been heard at Geneva, where nations met in order to banish their antagonisms
and bring the peoples together. He regretted, too, that Count Apponyi found fit to express
the view that the existing international law of which the Treaty of Trianon formed a part
ought to be modified. Nor did he understand why two days after such statements had been
made, General Tanczos, when speaking of the necessity for reducing armaments, should have
made a special instance of the military strength of the countries neighbouring Hungary and
should have said that the military clauses of the Treaty of Trianon were not in conformity
with the Covenant.

The speaker made every reservation as to these statements and observed that the military
clauses of the Treaty of Trianon were in the same legal instrument as the Covenant; he recalled
the engagement entered into by Members of the League under Article 10 of the Covenant and
deemed that requests for the amendment of the Treaty were not in conformity with that under-
taking. The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation accepted the proposal to create a sub-committee
which should take into account the opinions expressed during the discussions of the Committee.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) noted that the Committee was unanimously agreed to pursue its task
guided by the fundamental principles of the Protocol, which, though not universally accepted,
was the only satisfactory and sure means of reaching the desired goal. He would follow
the advice of M. de Brouckere and express perfectly frankly the point of view of Japan.
His country considered the three principles "Arbitration, Security and Disarmament" as
joint and inseparable elements dominating any plan of disarmament. The Protocol had
merely codified the fragmentary results of experience. Article 8 of the Covenant and, later,
Resolution XIV laid down that the reduction of armaments must depend on national security.
That, too, was the conviction of the Japanese delegation.

He appreciated the ideas underlying the Netherlands and the Hungarian proposals and
thought a full technical preparation was necessary. Nevertheless, under Article 8, paragraph 2,
of the Covenant, the Council had to prepare plans. The Council, however, had need of a special
body for the solution of numerous technical problems. The Temporary Mixed Commission
had been transformed into the Co-ordination Commission in order to fulfil the task devolving
upon the special body. The work of the Co-ordination Commission had been criticised, but
M. Matsuda warmly approved M. Benes' reply to the criticisms. The speaker thought that
the details of organisation might more usefully be discussed in a sub-committee, and he reserved
the right to make remarks on such points of detail at a later date. In consequence, he
approved the proposal of referring the question to a sub-committee.

Sir Cecil HURST (British Empire) hoped he would be excused if, having regard to the
unanimity among the previous speakers, he gave expression to certain doubts as to the point
whether the action suggested was best calculated to advance the cause of disarmament which
they all had at heart. All had agreed that it was useless to summon a conference on disarma-
ment until some measure of security had been realised, and the only important question
outstanding was the moment at which the preparatory work should be commenced. The
Spanish proposal contemplated the Council taking action when it considered that a sufficient
measure of security had been realised, whereas the amendments of the Netherlands and
Hungarian delegations aimed at undertaking the work forthwith and depriving the Council of
any latitude in the matter.

He had been much struck by the remarks of the Vice-Chairman as to the profound disap-
pointment caused by the failure of previous efforts of the League of Nations - the Draft
Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the Protocol -to meet with the success hoped for at the hands
of the Governments to which they were submitted.

Despite the present-day strength of the League of Nations, its prestige would be damaged
if its efforts for disarmament became nothing but failures. It was therefore essential that any
steps taken to prepare for a conference on disarmament and everything relating thereto
must be successful with no risk of failure.

He thought that the past failures were in some measure due to the fact that those who had
framed proposals had not taken into account the opinions of the Home Government Depart-
ments responsible for the public safety. The League was in presence of two forces: the force of
public opinion, anxious to see disarmament realised ; and the fact that, as the question was
linked with that of security, Governments must consider the advice of those to whom they must
turn in a crisis. He hoped that the sub-committee would take these points into consideration,
as he was not certain that they had been considered last year. M. Paul-Boncour had already
emphasised the importance of the essential elements of disarmament. Their complexity
rendered it essential to have the support of the Home Military Department.

He would put to the Committee two questions: (1) Was it not possible that the immediate
initiation of technical studies might lead the public to believe that they were about to introduce
the Millennium ? (2) Was the Committee able to assure itself that such a study would go no
further than the technical problems ? The speaker expressed the fear lest the aspirations
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encouraged might lead people to think that they could do more than merely preparatory
work.

Disarmament would come when Governments realised that it could be safely undertaken.
If international technical studies were necessary, equally so were national technical studies,
and he wondered whether the latter had yet been undertaken in all countries.

The remarks which he had made had one main object-that nothing should be done which
could make the Disarmament Conference a failure. The sub-committee should therefore
not only seek a compromise in the various resolutions but frame a resolution which should
take into account the causes of past failures and thus pave the way to success.

In conclusion, he pointed out that the Netherlands and Hungarian resolutions would force
the Council to act now, whereas, in his opinion, the Council should be given latitude as to
when to take action ; he admitted that this might he before the margin of security imposed
under the Spanish resolution had been attained.

The CHAIRMAN said that, in view of the number of speakers still on his list, continuation
of the discussion would be adjourned to the next meeting.

10. Appointment of a Rapporteur for the Resolutions regarding Private Manufacture
and Statistics of the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War.

The CHAIRIMAN proposed to the Committee that it should at once send the Assembly the
resolutions which had been accepted as regarded private manufacture and the statistical
information relating to the trade in arms, ammunition and implements of war. He further
proposed the appointment of M.Guerrero, the framer of the two draft resolutions, as'Rapporteur
to the Assembly.

These proposals were tunanimously adopted.

The Committee rose at 12.50 p.m.

FOURTH MEETING

Held on Friday, Seplember 18th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes).

11. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments (continuation of the general
discussion).

MI. COPPOLA (Italy) concurred in the proposed appointment of a sub-committee to co-
ordinate the Spanish, Hungarian and Dutch resolutions, or, rather, to choose between them,
but he thought it necessary to make certain general points clear.

The Spanish proposal comprised two parts: a preamble and the last paragraph, which
was in effect the resolution. He readily accepted the Preamble, which was not of great poli-
tical importance, subject to reservations of a purely intellectual character guidedby the need
for order and clearness, which was an incurable malady of the Latin mind, but for this it might
be absolved, as it was a threefold millenarian, and, after all, the Western world could be satisfied
with the civilisation which had inspired it. The Preamble, however, assumed a clearly
political aspect.as a result of the explanation of the Spanish and other delegations. It amounted
to a unanimous accord in favour of the applications of the Protocol to regional agreements.
In his opinion, however, there was a difference between those regional agrtements and the Pro-
tocol not only of quantity but of quality. The characteristic of the Protocol was the univer-
sality of its subject matter and contents, but it was to be remarked that for that reason the
greater number of the Governments there represented had not ratified it. In these circum-
stances could one ask the delegations of such countries to censure their Governments ? He
would therefore ask the Spanish delegation to agree to modify the terms of the Preamble,
and on this understanding he would accept the Spanish resolution.

It was otherwise as regarded the Hungarian and Dutch proposal. He understood the
considerations which had inspired Hungary, but the delegates of that country did not appear
to take sufficiently into consideration the conditions arising in their country from a war which
no one could yet forget. All wars ended in conditions which appeared hard to those upon
whom they were imposed, but such conditions were not permanent. The conquered reverted
to their proper position when they were worthy of it and when they attained the necessary
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strength for their restoration. Italy had been the first to hold out a hand to Hungary, whom
she wished to see restored, just as she was the first to assist Austria. Moreover, she had settled
the Adriatic question and concluded an agreement of friendship with Serbia. In consequence,
Italy could pride herself on having been the first to undertake spiritual disarmament just as
she had been one of the first to reduce armaments.

It was not Italy who desired to delay the reduction of armaments but it was necessary
to see at close quarters what a difficult task would be that for which a technical preparation
was requested. Such preparation was both useless and dangerous. The investigations must
not only cover questions of strength and arms but those of population, industrial resources
in time of peace and war, means of communication and security in time of war. Nor was this
all. Political events, agreements or pacts of guarantee, moral considerations, temperament,
national tradition, disciplinary qualities, etc., mustbe taken into consideration. In the struggle
made by France, how could one assess the value of that country's military traditions ? In
the Italian victory, how could the portent of the spirit of the future be measured ? These
were impossibilities.

For these reasons he thought -that a technical preparation would be ineffective as it
would either confine itself to elements which were readily comparable and thus would be
incomplete and therefore unjust, or, if it were desired to be just, it must be all-embracing and
consequently unattainable, or at any rate so lengthy that it would be already out of date when
concluded. Moreover, he saw in it many dangers. In the first place it would mean a pe~ma-
nent control of the most delicate machinery of countries and would furnish certain States not
members of the League of Nations with information which might be exploited in the course of
industrial competition. It would impinge unnecessarily on the sovereignty of countries which,
when they signed the Covenant, only consented to relinquish a fixed portion of their sovereignty.
He emphasised the danger for Members of the League by placarding their resources amongst
States non-members, such as the United States, Germany and Russia. In regard to the last
State, this was particularly important, as there the Revolution was frankly aimed at Western
civilisation and grouped under its political and strategical direction anti-European movements
which were previously fragmentary. The great European Powers must therefore maintain
their powers of resistance, of which secrecy was one of the defensive elements. Ignorance
was a psychological brake on the spirit of aggression, and the League must only suppress this
natural brake for very good reasons.

In order, therefore, to secure a reduction of armaments, it was necessary to take political
criteria as a basis. These did not need to be indicated at the moment. The political stability
of Europe was not yet assured; security was still in the balance, but such political criteria
did not require to be discovered by long technical preparation. Each country could under-
take the study on its own account and would thus be enabled to state its opinion when all
nations were called together to settle that question. In conclusion, M. Coppola reiterated
that the Italian delegation was prepared to accept the Spanish resolution subject to slight
modifications in the Preamble.

General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) said that, while the tendency of the earlier speakers
in that Committee had been in the direction of setting up an organisation to make the widest
enquiries, in view of the greater moderation of other speakers he would confine himself to a
few general observations. At the end of the last war the nations of Europe being exhausted,
the aim of their statesmen was peace and security, and as a result the League of Nations was
set up. While the League had accomplished much towards peace in the last six years, there
were those who thought it insufficient and were pressing for more. In his view, if they
overloaded the League they would run the risk of breaking it. Last year it brought the
Protocol into being set up by men with high ideals and based on arbitration, security and
disarmament. Unfortunately,the authors of the Protocol considered Europe alone, and conse-
quently the document was not acceptable to non-European nations. Moreover, in Europe
the Protocol was not a complete success. The first essential to security was the entry of

Germany into the League. Security had been demanded most emphatically by France and
Belgium. Security must be based on mutual trust. The League had accomplished much,

and there was greater trust in the League now than six years ago. As regards the Near
East there could be no disarmament while Russia had a Government which did not
recognise international obligations. He considered it necessary to work for a spiritual and
mental disarmament before physical disarmament could be accomplished. The various pro-
posals to set up a new organisation forthwith or to create a very extravagant secretariat to

study disarmament brought that object no nearer, and such an organisation would be deemed
to* failure at the present time. The condition precedent was security, which all nations
demanded before consenting to disarmament. He hoped that the Committee would hesitate
before going so far as that contemplated in the Hungarian proposal. He agreed with the

course proposed by the Italian delegation to appoint a sub-committee, which should draw up

a combined resolution tending in the direction of the Spanish resolution and refraining from
going so far as the other two resolutions.

M. DJOVARA (Roumania) thought that the first essential to a settlement of the problem
was to know exactly psychological and political realities, and it was particularly important
to know those which prevailed in that part of Europe where Roumania was situated.

From the experience of a past of suffering, Roumania had always maintained the necessity
for an international justice; it had enthusiastically saluted the Covenant while regretting
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that it had not established a more efficient system of sanctions for that justice which it pro-
claimed. But it was to be hoped that there would finally be established a new spirit of Euro-
pean and world patriotism.

It was in that spirit that Roumania had welcomed the Protocol. She specially appreciated
the manner in which arbitration, security and disarmament were linked together. There
could be no security without arbitration and no disarmament until security was assured.
It was inconceivable that disarmament should precede security, as had been proposed in the
Committee. Another satisfactory feature was the condemnation of aggressive war; but
it was unfortunate that insufficient stress had been laid on its character as an international
crime, with all the consequences which that involved. That serious question was to be consi-
dered by the Inter-parliamentary Conference sitting at Washington. Roumania was glad
to note that agreement had been reached on the question of separate pacts. Since the war she
had concluded agreements with some of her neighbours purely defensive agreements -
and was prepared to conclude them with all her neighbours without exception. These agree-
ments could not therefore be, as alleged, a danger to peace. It was, therefore, idle to speak
of an impassable gulf of irreduceable antagonism, of armistice and not of peace between the
nations in that part of Europe, as the distinguished representative of Hungary had done.
Moral disarmament was a necessary preliminary to any search for a chimerical balance of
armaments, since the spirit of a people was a much more powerful spring in the mechanism
of war than the mere number of men and guns. Moral disarmament implied the substitution
of justice for force, and, as Roumania saw it, justice demanded that a people which had
formed the majority in a territory for thousands of years should exercise political sovereignty
over that territory. That was Roumania's attitude in supporting the Spanish delegation's
proposals.

M. VILLEGAS (Chile) pointed out that the Latin-American countries were already disarmed,
within the meaning of Article 8 of the Covenant, and. had only to work for a limitation of arma-
ments and a system of standards. They could not, however, detach themselves from the efforts
of the League, because they were convinced of the interdependence of all nations.

He supported the three proposals which had been made. While it was desirable to avoid
any check in the work, it was essential not to disappoint the public by giving it up entirely.

The Fifth Assembly had requested the Council to make plans for the application of Article
12 of the Protocol and to draw up a preparatory programme for the Disarmament Conference.
Only the latter request remained operative. The Sixth Assembly mightallowitself tobeguided
by the resolution of October 2nd, 1924, which gave the outline of a programme for the reduc-
tion of armaments. It might also with advantage consider the work of the Temporary Mixed
Commission on the supervision of investigations in countries parties to regional agreements.

He accepted the idea of changing the constitution of the Co-ordination Commission;
as there was no political action immediately in view, there could be no serious objection to
reducing the influence of the Council in that Commission. -He did not think, however, that
there was any point in setting up special sub-committees, since the Commission could make
use of the technical organisations of the League.

M. JOUHAUX (France), speaking as a member of the Co-ordination Commission, admitted
that the Council had acted fairly and logically in deciding the Commission's constitution and
work; but unforeseen consequences had ensued. Certain consultant members had not been
able to take part in all the discussions, and were consequently faced by decisions which had
been adopted outside the Commission and for which they could not accept responsibility;
on the other hand, since the Co-ordination Commission was not called upon to reach any deci-
sion but was merely required to give the Council its opinion, the Council's responsibility was
not engaged.

It was essential that changes should be made in the constitution of the Commission.
All its members should be placed upon an equal footing, regardless of their official position.
At the same time, it was most satisfactory that such a commission should include not only
persons responsible to their Governments and bound by the latter's instructions but also
members who were more free to expresstheir views and to suggest new lines of action.

He did not agree with Sir Cecil Hurst that the failure of the earlier attempts was due to
the fact that the bodies responsible for national defence in various countries had not been con-
sulted. The Temporary Mixed Commission had been set up because the Permanent Advisory
Commission, which consisted of military, naval and air experts, had said that it could not
suggest any method of applying Article 8 of the Covenant. Moreover, the competent bodies
in each country had, in point of fact, always been consulted on military questions under dis-
cussion in the Temporary Mixed Commission. Success really depended upon a certain measure
of good-will and sincerity on the part of the Governments. If Governments wished for security,
they must choose between excessive armaments and a reduction which would link the different
countries together.

In any case there was no question of instituting an investigation or establishing any form
of supervision over all the branches of economy within a country; all that was necessary
was to decide what problems were to be considered and to try to see -things clearly. If the
line taken was held to encroach upon national sovereignty, the Council would say so and would
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not follow the Commission's recommendations. In any case, the breakdown would be due
not to the excessive scope of the enquiry but to a general refusal in advance to accept its
conclusions.

He did not think that the limitation of armaments, although doubtless it involved indus-
trial considerations, depended upon an enquiry into international economic organisation.
That was another question, with which the League was going to deal, and which could not be
settled without a wide measure of publicity. Such publicity did not now interfere with trade
secrets, which were known to all the experts. Moreover, if the argument held good, it would
also hold good as against the application of Article 8 of the Covenant, whereby the signatories
undertook to exchange full and frank information. Nor was there any need to exaggerate
the speed with which peace industries could be adopted to war purposes.

Quite apart from all these arguments, therefore, the Commission appointed to draw up
a plan for the reduction of armaments must be given practical instructions. He felt bound
to.say that when the Protocol was drawn up there was a wave of enthusiasm among the workers
throughout the whole of Europe. The League's work was becoming linked up with the work
of the labour organisations, which would provide a check upon secret manufacture and the
manufacture of chemicals when they had gained confidence in the League and were associated
with -its work.

That was the way in which national independence and peace would be maintained, and
with that in view he asked the Committee to consider the public interest alone and to give
the future Commission instructions which would enable it to achieve a real reduction of
armaments.

M. DE CASTELLO-BRANCO CLARK (Brazil) said that for Brazil, as for all the South American
States, there could be no question of disarmament without mutual assistance and guarantees
between the nations. Last year, M. de Mello-Franco and himself, and this year, M. Fernandes,
had urged the necessity of inter-continental agreements. He pointed out that the A.B.C.
group possessed smaller armaments than the least-armed European groups, and stated that
this condition of semi-disarmament was due to the atmosphere of mutual security and confi-
dence existing in the South American Continent. Regional agreements would, therefore, be
not only entirely useless in that continent but even inoperative and dangerous, because they
would create suspicion. Nevertheless, the Brazilian point of view remained the same and was
in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant and with Resolution XIV.. Brazil was in favour
of special agreements for the limitation of arnmaments being colnclulded wiithlin the general
organisation of the League, the contracting parties to such agreemoienuts obtaining additional
general guarantees against any act of aggression. Consequently, agreements for limiting arma-
ments and a general system of guarantees in the spirit of the Covenant and of Resolutions XIV,
XV and XVI formed the common aim of the South American countries. The world needed
a universal organisation for the definite establishment of peace, not only legal and political,
but, above all, economic.

A country like-Brazil, prodtfcing raw materials, full of unlimited possibilities and capable
of absorbing a great number of emigrants, was necessarily interested in the solution of economic
problems. He therefore supported the French proposal to prepare for an international econo-
mic conference.

The speaker agreed with M. de Jouvenel that the three resolutions submitted should be
combined to form a single one. But he wished to retain three paragraphs of the Spanish
resolution: namely, those referring to a war of aggression as an international crime ; treaties
of mutual security to be applied to the whole world ; the undertaking to work for the establish-
ment of peace by the assured method of arbitration, security and disarmament. He repeated
that regional agreements might be necessary in Europe. He admired the spirit in which the
present negotiations were being conducted, which, he hoped, would establish, in the first place,
the peace of Europe and, in the second place, universal peace by building up a general system
based on individual treaties.

He thought it was essential to destroy the idea that the League of Nations should become
a European organisation. He therefore approved the Quifiones proposal as amended by the
Netherlands and Hungarian proposals, on condition that they retained the spirit of Resolu-
tion XIV. It was in the sense outlined by the latter that the Brazilian delegate accepted the
Netherlands and Hungarian proposals and agreed to discuss any plan submitted " in order to
render possible the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all nations, " as stated
in the various Peace Treaties of 1919. He also thought that the scheme proposed last year by
M. Munch might serve as a basis for discussion and was worth consideration.

The CHAIRMAN declared the general discussion closed.

12. Constitution of a Sub-Committee.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire), while noting the divergences which had arisen
with regard to certain aspects of the problem, thought it desirable to refer these questions
to a sub-committee which should be given sufficiently elastic powers. He therefore proposed
the following resolution:
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"The Third Committee decides to appoint a sub-committee in order to consider
the draft resolutions submitted to the Committee with a view to framing a single text,
taking into account the discussions initiated in the Assembly and in the Third Committee
on this subject."

M. MUNCH (Denmark) agreed with Sir George Grahame's proposal. 'The resolution was,
no doubt, drafted in somewhat vague terms, but he hoped that the sub-committee would,
nevertheless, succeed in outlining as definite a programme as possible for the preparatory work
necessary before convening the conference on reduction of armaments.

Sir George Grahame's proposal was unanimously adopted.

On the proposal of M. GUERRERO, the Committee requested the Chairman to constitute
the sub-committee.

The CHAIRMAN proposed a sub-committee of ten members, comprising the three authors
of the draft resolutions, the representatives of the permanent Members of the Council, M. de
Brouckere in his capacity as Vice-Chairman, M. Benes in his capacity as Rapporteur to the
Fifth Assembly, and M. Villegas as representative of the South American countries.

M. ENGBERG (Sweden) proposed that M. Munch, who had also submitted a draft resolution
representing the point of view of certain small nations, should be included.

General LAIDONER (Esthonia) proposed that M. Debski should be included as representa-
tive of countries adjoining Russia.

The composition of the sub-committee proposed by the Chairman with the addition of
MM. Munch and Debski was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the sub-committee should be invited to get into touch
with the sub-committee of the First Committee if it thought fit.

M. PAUL-BoNcOUR (France) urged that the sub-committee should begin work immediately
in order to submit a report to the Committee as soon as possible.

After discussion in the Committee. it was decided that the sub-committee should meet
the same day at 3.30 p.m.

13. Adoption of M. Guerrero's Report on the Resolution relating to Statistical
Information on the Trade in Arms and Ammunition' and' Implements of War.

The report was adopted without discussion (Annex 1).

The meeting rose at 1.20 p.m.

FIFTH MEETING

HIeld on Tuesday, September 22nd, 1925,. at3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. NINTCHITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes).

14. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments (continuation): Adoption of the
Report of the Committee (Annex 2).

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, explained the procedure adopted by the Sub-
Committee.

The discussion and the drafting of the Preamble of the draft Spanish resolution had been left
to the First Committee, but the Chairman of the Third Committee, the Chairman and the
Rapporteur of the Sub-Committee had kept in touch with the Bureau of the FirstCommittee,
and it was not anticipated that the latter would modify the Preamble of the Spanish resolution.
In any case, if it was only a question of form, the Third Committee could leave it to its Chairman
to discuss the matter with the First Committee, and only if alterations of principle were deemed
necessary would the Third Committee have to be convened again.

The Rapporteur hoped that the spirit of conciliation shown by the members of the Sub-
Committee would be emulated in the full Committee.
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He suggested to the Committee that the different portions of his report should be read
in turn and put to the vote.

Agreed.
He then read the first part of his report. That part was adopted without discussion.
The Rapporteur then read the second part of his report as far as the words " Mobilisatino ",

etc.
On the proposal of M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium), "Belgium" was' inserted before

"Denmark" in paragraph 3 of page 40 as one of the countries insisting on immediate
preliminary studies.

M. BRANCO CLARK (Brazil) asked that the Brazilian delegation should be noted in the
report as having, together with the Belgian delegation, pointed out the advisability of examining
the relations between the problem of disarmament and the problems raised by a scheme for
an economic conference.

This was agreed to.

The RAPPORTEUR then read the remainder of his report.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) thanked the Committee and its Rapporteur for having made a refer-
ence to Resolution XIV and requested that this should be referred to in the report also, making
clear the position of States which were unable to reduce their armaments until adequate
security was forthcoming.

The RAPPORTEUR said that, after discussion, the Sub-Committee had in effect deemed
it necessary -to refer to Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly in the draft resolution, as that
resolution had been -the point of departure of the subsequent work of the Fourth and Fifth
Assemblies and of -the discussions of the present year. Hle had endeavoured to convey this
impression in the report, though he did not deem it necessary to repeat the reference to Reso-
lution XIV. He would, however, meet the wishes of the Finnish delegate.

General TANcZOS (Hungary) asked -that the minutes of the Sub-Committee which gave an
interpretation of certain portions of the report should be printed and joined to the report as
for the documents of the full committee.

The RAPPORTEUR agreed to this proposal.

General DRAKE-BROCKMAN (Australia) said he was unaware of the contents of these
minutes, and enquired what was the effect of this proposal.

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) said that the minutes of Committees and Sub-Committees
were drawn up by the Secretariat and were corrected by the speakers themselves. They were
therefore official documents and could be consulted by all concerned. He supported what the
Hungarian delegate had said. The Chairman of the Sub-Committee had agreed that reference
might be necessary to the minutes in order to 'interpret terms with exactitude. In these
circumstances he thought that the proposal of the Hungarian delegate was well founded.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that the minutes of the Sub-Committee had
already been drafted and distributed.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) thought that it could only be of advantage to print the minutes
of the Sub-Committee. He thought that the Australian delegate could not object, since it was
merely a question of publishing the minutes of the sub-committee at the same time as those
of the Committee. The Committee would bear no responsibility, as it was not being asked
to approve the minutes of the Sub-Committee.

The Hungarian proposal was adopted.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland), commenting on the last sentence of the first resolution proposed in
the report, said that the essential feature was the future convocation of a conference on disarma-
ment. While this was implied, it was not laid down in terms. The final sentence should,
he thought, read:

"The Council is entrusted with the preparation of the Conference, so that,when
satisfactory conditions of general security have been assured, the Conference may be
convoked ".

He asked the Rapporteur Lo ensure that this essential and main idea of the resolution
should be clearly affirmed, and he proposed the following wording:

" In order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from
the point of view of general security, as provided for in Resolution XIV of the Third
Assembly, the said Conference may be convoked."

M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) thought it was clear from the text that the convocation of
a conference on disarmament was provided for as soon as circumstances permitted. Otherwise,
he said, their idea would have been badly expressed, and he would readily agree to the Swiss
amendment. The concluding words of the text indicated the essential object aimed at, which
was to disarm.; the Disarmament Conference was the means only, and, moreover, the first para-
graph of the resolution made provision for the preparation and organisation of this Conference.
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M. BENES (Rapporteur), in order to conciliate the views of MM. Motta and de Brouckere,

proposed the following drafting:

"In order that . . .the said Conference may be convoked and a general

reduction and limitation of armaments may be realised."

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) agreed. He added that it was desired to save a portion of the

Protocol in contemplating the convening of the Conference on Disarmament which was the

final and essential object of last year's Protocol. The Disarmament Conference was, he

repeated, the immediate object to be attained.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the text proposed by M. Benes, which eas adopted.

The CHAIRMAN submitted the draft in its entirety for discussion.

Sir George GRAIIAME (British Empire) expressed his congratulations that the Sub-Committee

should have been able in so short a time to accomplish its task. This result could not have been

obtained without general good-will and conciliation, and the fact that they had an admirable

President and a Rapporteur whose impartiality, experience and wisdom guided their debates.

He expressed the hope that there would not arise in the minds of those who were not imme-

diately concerned in the discussions any misunderstanding of the attitude of the British

delegation in the matter of disarmament, which it earnestly and wholeheartedly desired to

promote. Great Britain, since the war, had taken measures of disarmament which in some

quarters had been criticised as excessive. Public opinion, however, had in general supported

these measures, and his delegation came to Geneva with a clear conscience and a good record.

In supporting the League of Nations in its efforts to bring about the general limitation and

reduction of armaments, there had been no difference of opinion between the British and other

delegations as to the end which they were seeking but merely as to the means to be employed.

And here, perhaps, British national characteristics of caution and circumspection may have

come into play. In the light of the experience of the last few years they were inclined to fear

lest hasty and too ambitious plans should defeat their object. They had also taken into

account that harm might be done to the League itself if the Assembly were to consent to pro-

posals which might produce no practical result. There seemed to be a risk that such action

might raise hopes which might be followed by a general sentiment of disillusionment. Further-

more they felt reluctant to advise the setting in motion of the vast machinery of the various

organs of the League unless they could be sure that none of their work would be wasted in a

premature attempt to solve problems which are not yet ripe for solution.
The British delegation readily accepted, in the first instance, the text of the Spanish

resolution on the subject of the preparations for a conference on disarmament. Indeed, it

was ready to go beyond the terms of the resolution, but it was anxious that the preparatory

work should not exceed the limits of practical possibilities. Without doubt, the course which

had now been unanimously recommended to the Third Committee opened up a perspective

in an early future of useful endeavour and fruitful results. Of all the tasks laid upon the League

by its founders, disarmament was infinitely the most difficult and laborious. It was now

generally recognised that the three terms "Arbitration, Security, Disarmament" indicated the

road on which progress could best be made in present circumstances and that a complete

solution of the question of disarmament should not be regarded as.the foundation but rather

as the apex of the noble edifice of peace now in course of erection by the League of Nations

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) noted with satisfaction that the Sub-Committee, after a friendly

exchange of views, had been able to conciliate the two opposite views which had been presented,

i.e., that of the majority,which supported the Dutch proposal (immediate preparation for the

Conference) and that of the minority which supported the Spanish proposal (preparation for

the Conference when the Council deemed there was an adequate margin of general security).

Indeed, the conciliation had extended so as to modify the Italian view that any preparation

was useless. After pointing out that the draft resolution requested the Council to proceed

without delay with the preliminary study of the problem, he emphasised the fact that the Co-

ordination Commission (re-named) could be reinforced by committees of experts as well as

chemical, industrial and other sub-committees. He then summarised the procedure to be

adopted by the Council all its members would take part in the voting, and countries not

at- present represented on it would have delegates thereon.
In conclusion, M. Loudon expressed the hope that the Council would be guided by the

discussions in that Committee and the Sub-Committee in order that the great problem under

consideration might be solved.

M. ENGBERG (Sweden) desired to explain the fashion in which he accepted M. Benes'

report. In his opinion the most important step forward attained by the Sub-Committee was

in the omission of the condition that the commencement of the preparatory studies should

depend on the state of world security. If the convocation of a disarmament conference

demanded in the first place a certain general security, such a condition, if justified in regard to

the Conference,was not so justified in regard to preparatory studies. -He noted that the rights

of the Council had been very properly safeguarded; at the same time it would be guided by the

strongly expressed desire contained in the report.
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In conclusion, he welcomed'the fact that the world had now before it a unanimous resolu-
tion which reflected the common will for a speedy step towards peace, and. while happy at
the means by which it had been achieved, he attributed this success to the fact that each
one of them was conscious of his responsibility.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said that the aim of the Spanish delegation in submitting its
draft resolution was to give the Sub-Committee an opportunity of considering the problem
as a whole, i.e., from the point of view of the three terms, arbitration, security and reduction of
armaments.' He noted that his proposal had been accepted in the main and that the amend-
ment merely concerned on e of the methods of procedure.

The Spanish delegation congratulated itself on having submitted its resolution, and thanked
all the delegations for the care with which they had studied it.

M. PAUL-BoNCOUR (France) felt that if the solution submitted by the Sub-Committee
received general support, it was because it represented both the will ofhe Assembly and the
present situation of the League of Nations. Thee League entered more and more into the
realities of international life, and it was consequently inevitable that international life should
react upon it. By looking at things face to face, its members would acquire the necessary
strength to keep confident in the work which they were pursuing. The speaker pointed out
that, in effect, international reality called for no further discussion as to the principles of the
trilogy referred to by the previous speaker. The whole League wished for peace, but what
passionate discussion and deep differences there were last year as to the means of ensuring it !
This year the results of last year's discussions in the 'Assembly were so accepted that everyone
had forgotten his past preferences and had accepted the essential conception: security by
means of arbitration including sanctions, and, with that, disarmament.

The tangible result of this year's discussions was that those principles were now beyond
discussion, but at the same time there was a doubt as to how to apply them. The morrow
would show how that could. be realised. It was, however, impossible to remain idle in face
of the disarmament problem, and the Sub-Committee had shown a high political aptitude
in adapting itself to international reality. In its wisdom it had said: "Impossible to summon
a disarmament conference at once, but possible and necessary to prepare forthwith". The
preparatory work w ould be lengthy, delicate and difficult, and the Sub-Committee had desired
to mark the point of departure and to indicate the method by proposing improvements in the
organ now in being for this work. At the same time, having due regard to the position and
authority of the Council in the matter, the Coinlmittee and the Assembly would surely approve
the work of the Sub-Committee.

M: MUNCH (Denmark) noted with pleasure the conciliatory spirit which had guided the
Sub-Committee and was happy to note that the results of their work had surpassed their
hopes. Further, he was glad that the report so strongly emphasised the duties of the Council
under Article 8 of the Covenant. e would have o epreferred that the report should have been
more precise as to the programme of preliminary work, but he relied on the Council "to take
early action in the matter.

M. CASTBERG (Norway) deemed it important to the prestig of the League that the Sixth
Assembly should not separate until it had made a step forward in the matter of the reduction
of armaments. The vote on the report would mark this forward step, as the report tended to
the immediate commencement of the preparatory studies and, further, drew the attention of
the Council to the suggestion which had been made as regards the composition and working
of the Co-ordination Commission.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) enquired whether the Conference would be general or limited
to Members of the League. To his mind there could be no doubt that it was a general confer-
ence but, lest there should be any doubt, it would perhaps be well either to add word to the
resolution or for a statement to be made by the Rapporteur.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) preferred to maintain the text as submitted in order to avoid a
discussion which it were better not to enter into.

M. BENES (Rapporteur) agreed. He added that there could be no doubt that the Confer-
ence should be general indeed, the resolution submitted contemplated the general reduction
and limitation of armaments. He therefore considered the text satisfactory.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) agreed that it was better not to change the text of the resolution
and that it would- be sufficient to add a sentence to the report showing that the contemplated
conference would be general.

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France) said that the view of M. London was shared by all, but he
pointed out that a general reduction and limitation of armaments was only conceivable in
conjunction with an equally general organisation of security - an organisation which must be
accepted by nations which, though not part of the League, would participate in the Conference.
Any) understanding with nations which abstained would be fraudulent.

M. DE BROIUCKiFRE (Belgium) feared that, by tryirlg to he Itoo precise, the work so happily
accomplished might be compromised. Any addiion to the resolution or even to the report
would raise many problems and even dangerously restrict the meaning of the resolution. States
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attending the Conference would obviously not contemplate other countries remaining armed

while they themselves agreed to reduce their armaments. On e othe o r hand, the addition

of the word " general " to the word " Conference " might tend to make countries decline to take

part therein unless all nations agreed to do so - a result which would obviously be the opposite

to that aimed at. As it was evident that the Conference must be general in order to be success-

ful, it was preferable to adhere to the report and resolution as submitted.

The RAPPORTEUR fully agreed, the more so as the minutes of the discussion would clearly

mark the general view that all countries shous ld attend the Conference.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) considered the proposal of M. Motta preferable, as it was

desirable to be clear in so important a matter. The Italian delegation considered that the

Conference should be general. It declared that a conference could not be successful unless

all the great Powers attended, and it thought that this should be clearly stated..

M. BRANCO CLARK (Brazil) said his object was to reconcile the proposal of M. Loudon with

the general view of the Committee. He pointed out that the Finnish delegate had suggested

the insertion in the report of a clearer reference to the Assembly Resolution XIV. This resolu-

tion was perfectly clear and indicated in its first sentence that no reduction of armaments could

succeed unless it was general. A reference to Resolution XIV would therefore suffice. In

order that the reduction of armaments might be general, it was obvious that the Conference

must be general. He further recalled that at the meeting assembled at Rome for the Limita-

tion of Naval Armaments by the League of Nations, that meeting was open to all States con-

cerned, whether Members of the League or not. It was therefore obvious that, when the League

assembled a further disarmament conference, it would be general.

M. BENES (Rapporteur) said that there must e eno misunderstanding in the Committee

prior to the conclusion of its work. In view of what had been said during the discussion, he

emphasised the view generally held since the beginning that it must be a general conference,

but it was possiblethat some country might not attend the Conference. ce the necessity

for commencing the preparatory work had been emphasised, it was perhaps unnecessary

to lay too much stress on a matter which was for the moment premature. In order to avoid

any misunderstanding and in order that the report might not be interpreted in a negative

sense, he proposed, following the suggestion of M. Branco-Clark, to add at the end of the first

paragraph which followed the first resolution in thc. repo rt the words " as contemplated in
RIesolution XIV ".

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Loudon if he agreed with the reimarks of the Rapporteur.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) replied in the affirmative but remarked that, as the Committee

considered that the Conference should be general, it would have been simpler to have mentioned

it in the report.

M. DE JOUVENEL (France) considered that adequate explanation had been given, and asked

the Chairman to be good enough to takethe opinion of the Committee.

The proposal of M. Benes was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the report of M. Benes and the resolution, subject to minor

alterations which had been made during the reading.

The report and the resolution were unanimously adopted.

M. BENES (Rapporteur) recalled his statement at the outset that, if the First Committee

made material alterations in he first art of the resolution, the Third Committee would be

consulted. If the alterations were merely questions of drafting, he proposed that the Committee

should authorise its Chairman to settle the nmatter.

This proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thanked .the Committee and said that such authority would only be

exercised with the agreement of the Rapporteur.

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, M1. BENES was appointed Rapporteur to the Assembly.

15. Private Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War: Adoption
of the Report (Annex 3).

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, read his report.

'T'he report was unanimously adopted.

On tihe proposal of the CHAIRMAN; i. GITERRERO was nominatied RapI)orieur to the Assem1bly

for this question.
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16. Year-Book of General and Statistical Information on Armaments (Military,
Naval and Air) : Adoption of the Report (Annex 4).

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) submitted a draft resolution and an explanatory report thereon.
The CHAIRMAN proposed that that document should be approved by the Committee and

be made the subject of a report to the Assembly.

The proposal was adopted.

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, M. GUERRERO was nonminaled RapporleurtotheAssemnbly
for that queslion.

.M. LOUDON (Netherlands), in the name of the Committee, expressed to the Chairman,
M. Nintchitch, the thanks of his colleagues for the manner in which he had. presided over their
discussions.

The meeting rose at 6.30 p.m.
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FIRST MEETING-

Held on Friday, September 1811, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium).

1. Election of Chairman and Rapporteur.

The Sub-Committee chose as its Chairmnan M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium) and as Rappor-
teur M. B;NES (Czechoslovakia).

It decided that its meetings should be held in private but that members of -the Third
Committee could at all times be heard by the Sub-Committee.

2. Arbitration, Security and Disarmament: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the preamble of the Spanish resolution should be discussed
separately from the last paragraph thereof, which could be consicered in conjunction wilh the
Netherlands and Hungarian proposals.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) understood that the Spanish resolution had been
approved by many heads of delegations, including Mr. Chamberlain. While he was prepared
to listen to the observations of other delegations, he could not agree to throw over that resolution
without good reason.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) concurred with Sir George Grahame. The Spanish resolu-
tion reflected what had been said in the Assembly and might, indeed, have been voted during
its meeting. Its reference to Committees was due to the presentation of other draft resolutions,
and the Sub-Committee had therefore to see how far such proposed amendments were acceptable.

The CHAIRMAN said that,while the Spanish resolution had high authority, it could not
ipso faclo be accepted. The only aim, however, of discussions in Sub-Committee lay in finding
a text.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) reserved the right to propose amendments to the first part of the
Spanish resolution.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) could not accept an a priori assumption that the
text must be amended.

The CHAIRMAN said that it was impossible not to discuss amendments to a text which had
been taken as a basis of discussion. He proposed to defer to thle next meeting the discussion
of the first part of the Spanish proposal.

This was agreed lo.

M. COPPOLAtaly) asked M. Benes to be good enough to give a brief resume of the situation
resulting from the presentation of the Spanish, Hungarian and Dutch proposals.

1MA. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the Co-ordination Commission esta-
blished last year was based on the following principles. Political responsibility rested with the
Council. Technical studies were to be made by the organs of the League. The co-ordination
of their work was to be carried out by a commission comprised of the representatives of those
organs. The Council reserved to itself the right to hear representatives of States placed in
special circumstances. He considered that those principles must again be applied to the organ
contemplated in the Dutch resolution. He thought it a mistake to create a new Commission
instead of endeavouring to improve the present Co-ordination Commission.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) thought that the essence of his resolution was an immediate
preparation' of a general programme of disarmament in all its aspects. .The organ to be
created with this object was a secondary point, and he did not insist on a new organ; he thought
the Council should be free to consider and decide this point.

The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the fact that, under paragraph 2, Article 8 of the Cove-
nant, it was a permanent duty of the Council to prepare plans for the reduction of armaments.

General TANCZos (Hungary) suggested the formation of a small committee which might
draw up an acceptable text embodying the last paragraph of the Spanish and the other two
resolutions.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to reserve consideration of the constitution of the Committee
until the conclusion of the Sub-Committee's discussions.

M. PAUL-BON coUR (France) thought that by that time the Rapporteur would certainly be
in a position to present a text. He supported the remarks of M. Benes asto the Co-ordination
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Commission and thought it most important that the idea of continuity should mark the work
of the League. The preparatory work confided to the Council under Article 8 of the Covenant
was obviously influenced by political considerations. Itwas, however, necessary to be prepared
for any eventuality.

In his opinion, the weaknesses pointed out in the working of the co-ordination Commission
were capable of simple adjustment by the Council, which would in the first place have to lay

down a system of procedure. In his opinion the right of discussion and of vote should be granted
to all members of the Commission, and this would not affect entire freedom of decision of the

Council itself. The Co-ordination Commission thus altered was entirely suitable for preparing
the necessary documentation in readiness for the day when the Conference on the Reduction
of Armaments would be inaugurated.

M. MUNCH (Dennmark) asked M. Rienes whether it would not be possible : (1) to change the

name of the Commission - to " Disarmament Commission", for example; (2) to include

representatives of Governments other than those sitting on the Council (3) to allow

members to sit on a footing of entire equality in the (Cormission.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) desired to revert to the question as to whether or not immediate
preparation of a programme of reduction of armaments was desired.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) wished to know whether the Assembly would not be exceeding its

powers in enjoining immediate action on the Council, seeing that, under Article 8, the mandate

of the Council as regards the reduction of armaments was based on the Covenant itself. As
a matter of principle, he thought that. technical members of the Co-ordination Commission who

were not responsible to their Governments should not have the same right of vote as Members
of the Council. Public opinion might, in a case where the advice of the Commission was
not adopted by the Council, think that the latter was unwilling to take action.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Sub-Committee was, too, unable to take any decision post-

poning the work of disarmament, as that would be contrary to Article 8, or to inform the

Council how it should be undertaken. It could only express an opinion. If it was permissible
to suggest the assembling of a conference on disarmament, it was equally permissible to suggest
some method of preparation.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) said that, as there had been a pause in the work

of disarmament since the time that the Protocol had been submitted to the Governments,
he was not clear what inconvenience there would be in continuing this pause until the results

of the agreements under consideration were known. The term" preparatory work" was very

vague. Such work might take vast proportions, and it seemed unwise to put into action such
machinery until the political situation was clearer. High hopes might be raised by such
preparatory work, which might in the end come to nothing.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, replying to M. Munch, noted that there was

general agreement to keep the present organ, and not to create a new one but to introduce
certain alterations in procedure or constitution and to change its name. He pointed out the

common features in the three resolutions, which all spoke of preparation and of the sum-
moning of a conference. It was necessary, however, to lay down that such convocation
should conform to the stipulations of Resolution XIV. The concluding sentence of the

Hungarian resolution appeared of little use, as the Council made a practice of presenting a
report of its work to the Assembly each year.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) thanked M. Benes for his reply. He pointed out to M. Coppola
that Article 3 of the Covenant stipulated that the Assembly might deal with any matter within

the sphere of action of the League or affecting the peace of the world and,moreover,that none of

the three resolutions gave instructions to the Council. He was sure that M. B6nes would find

an expression replacing the term " immediate preparation " which would reconcile the desire
of various delegations to see the work commence with the doubts of the British delegation,

which was apprehensive lest too ambitious a work should be undertaken before the situation

was clear. He remarked that, even under MI. London's proposal, the Council would have
complete freedom to decide according to circumstances.

M. DEBSII (Poland) agreed to maintain the Co-ordination Commission and so ensure

continuity in work. However, in order to ensure a wider representation in that Commission,
he would like to see in the resolution, if it were drawn up on lines similar to those of September

27th, 1924, a proposal that the Council, in nominating experts, should take into account
the necessity for including in the Commission the representatives of groups of countries placed
by their geographical position in a special situation as regards the problem of disarmament
when such countries were not in other ways represented on the Commission.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said he would take note of these suggestions.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said he agreed with the view of M. B6nes that the Conference

should be summoned under the conditions laid down in Resolution XIV..

The discussion was adjourned.

The Sub-Committee rose at 6 p.m.
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SECOND MEETING

.eld on Saturday, September 19th, 1925, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium).

3. Preamble of the Draft Resolution on Arbitration, Security and Reduction of
Armaments.

The CHAIRMAN submitted to the Sub-Committee the amended text of the Spanish
delegation's resolution submitted by the Sub-Committee of the First Committee.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) proposed that the discussion of the Preamble should be postponed.

This was decided.

4. Text proposed by the Rapporteur for the last paragraph of the Draft Resolution
on Arbitration, Security -and Reduction of Armaments.

M. B/.NES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, submitted a wording for the last paragraph of
the draft Spanish resolution which took into account the various opinions expressed, and,
while making it possible to continue the preparatory work for disarmament, allowing full lati-
tude to the Council to decide on methods and dates. This text was as follows:

"And requests the Council to make preparatory investigations for the orga-
nisation of a conference on the reduction and limitation of armaments so that, when
satisfactory conditions from the point of view of general security have been assured,
as provided by Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, the reduction and limitation
of armaments might be realised."

WM. COPPOLA (Italy) wished that the continuity of the work should be emphasised by the
text.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) proposed that the words " to pursue its task in conformity
with Article 8 of the Covenant" should be inserted after the words " requests the Council".

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) remarked that, as a matter of fact, the work had
been suspended.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) agreed with this remark. The wording should convey the
impression of a fresh start. He supported the proposal of M. Loudon and suggested that the
words " in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant " should be added at the
beginning of the paragraph under discussion.

MA. COPPOLA (Italy) said that he had pointed out that these preparatory investigations
were inoperative and therefore unnecessary. At the same time, if much importance were
attached to them, they might be undertaken also, but on condition that such investigations
should be prudently limited. They were, moreover, left to the discretion of the Council.

4M. MUNCH (Denmark) proposed that in the last line of the text the wording should be
" the general reduction and limitation " in order to take into account the possibility of certain
nations disarming before the conditions of security were assured.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) noted that agreement had been reached on the following wording,
which might be considered as final:

"And, inspired by Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the Council to make
preparatory investigations for the organisation of a conference on the reduction
and limitation of armaments so that, when satisfactory conditions from the point
of view of general security have been assured, as provided by Resolution XIV of
the Third Assembly, the general reduction and limitation of armaments might be
realised. "

M. MUNCH (Denmark) wished to obtain the opinion of his delegation. The Danish
Government had never been quite satisfied with Resolution XIV.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire), while personally approving this wording, also
wished to ascertain the opinion of his delegation.
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5. Draft Resolution submitted by the Rapporteur regarding the Co-ordination
Commission.

M.BiENES(Czechoslovakia) proposed the text of a special resolution to be joined to thatof

September 27th, 1924, of the Fifth Assembly, making it possible to take into 'account criticisms

passed inthe Co-ordination Commission as well as new proposals. The text was as follows:

" The Assembly approves the establishment of the Co-ordination Commission
by.the Council resolution of October 3rd, 1924.

"And draws the attention of the Council to the suggestions made during the

work of the Third Committee and contained in the report submitted to the Assembly

with regard to the title and composition of this Commission and to the necessity
of drawing up its rules of procedure."

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) remarked that it was somewhat contradictory first to approve

and then to refer to criticisms and fresh proposals.
After a short discussion, the Sub-Committee adopted the following text for the first

sentence of this resolution:

" The Assembly notes the resolution of the Council of October 3rd, 1924, organis-
ing the Co-ordination Commission."

M. MUNCH (Denmark) proposed that the Rapporteur should deal with the question of

the Secretariat in the report.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) agreed to this proposal.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) announced that he would make a statement on the main

lines of the possible programme of preparatory work.

The CHAIRMAN fixed the next meeting at 4.30 p.m. of the same day and deferred to that

meeting the vote on the two resolutions, the discussions on the Preamble, and the statement
announced by M. Paul-Boncour.

The meeting rose at 11 a.m.

THIRD MEETING

Held on Saturday, September 19th, 1925, at 4.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium).

6. Adoption of the Last Paragraph of the Resolution relative to Arbitration, Security
and Disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Sub-Committee that it had to vote on the text of the following

resolution:
"And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the

Council to make a preparatory study with a view to a conference on the reduction
and limitation of armaments in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been

assured from the point of view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV

of the Third Assembly, a general reduction and limitation of armaments may be
realised."

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) asked for the insertion of the word " forthwith " after the

word" make " as that would express the spirit of his proposal.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that it was on account of lack of agreement

on the point that he had deemed it. preferable to omit the word, but he thought that the
Council would understand it in that sense.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) said that his delegation would accept the text drawn

up but not the proposed addition, as it would give too peremptory an instruction to the Council.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. L,oudon not to press his proposal. It seemed that the actual
text would be adequate. In asking the Council to make a study, it was obvious that the
distant future was not referred to. Furthermore, the reference to Article 8 of the Covenant

and tc the resolution regarding the Co-ordination Commission clearly showed the spirit under-
lying the text.
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M. VIILLEGAS (Chile) proposed to substitute " as soon as possible "for the word proposed
by M. Loudon.

The CHAIRMAN and the RAPPORTEUR pointed out that this would tend to weaken the text.

M. VILLEGAS (Chile) withdrew his proposal.

Count APPONYI (Hungary) thanked the Sub-Committee for having considered his resolu-
tion, the sense of which was that disarmament must not be postponed until the Greek Kalends.
I-e agreed not to insert the word proposed by MI. Loudon but begged the Rapporteur to mention
in his report the wish that the Council should undertake the work as soon as, possible.

M.,PAUL-Bo N.co UR (France) did not think it essential that M. Loudon's amendment
need be worded if the Committee agreed on the principle, but it was necessary that there should
be no misunderstanding so as to render possible different interpretations within the Council.
The text explained the two following ideas, which were essential ones : that the convening of
a Disarmament Conference was subordinated to the establishment of security, and that, as the
preparatory work was not so subordinated, il need not await the conclusion of the future
negotiations.

-M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, took note of a general agreement that the text
implied that the preparatory work should not be adjourned sine die. While he saw no objection
to explanations appearing in the report, it wasdesirable that the text should be perfectly clear.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) considered that any such explanation shouldindicate that they reflected
the opinion of a part and not the whole of the Commission.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) saw no objection to the insertion in the report
of some politely worded expression of opinion by the Sub-Committee that the Council would
doubtless not desire to delay the commencement of the contemplated study.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that if the Committee adopted a text it must equally
adopt the commentary thereon, as the one completed the other.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) said that if the text were so clear explanations were unnecessary.
If the report showed that an interpretation was necessary, it meant that the matter was not
clear. If it was desired to add an interpretation as requested it would be necessary to say
that this was an interpretation given by a portion of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN thought that that discussion would be more usefully pursued when the
draft report was being read.

1M. LOUDON (Netherlands) insisted on there being no possible misunderstanding of the.
report. The omission of the words "forthwith" or" without delay " which were in the original
draft resolution proposed by him would cause comment, and an explanation was therefore
necessary.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the report would give an explanation
of the resolution but that the former must be accepted unanimously. The report could not
outline two opposite theses and then submit a text which appeared to interpret both.

The CHAIRMAN proposed the adoption of the resolution as submitted and the postponement
of further discussion pending the submission of a draft report.

The text of the resolution was unanimously adopted.

7. Adoption of the Draft Resolution concerning the Co-ordination Commission.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) said that his delegation agreed to the text which
was provisionally adopted at the morning meeting.

The text of the resolution was unanimously adopted.

8. Statement by M. Paul-Boncour.

1M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that at the previous meeting he had proposed to make a
statement as to the broad lines of the programme of work. As the desire of the Committee,
that the Council should commence the work and for that purpose use existing machinery,
had been clearly brought out, he thought it perhaps preferable not to raise the question of
a programme within the Sub-Committee. He reserved the right to put forward these sugges-
tions at a suitable tinle and place.

9. Preamble of the Resolution regarding Arbitration, Security and Disarmament.

The CHAIRMAN read the text as drawn up by the Sub-Committee of the First Committee.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) said that, in view of the circumstances under which this text had been
drawn up, he would refrain from proposing drafting amendments. At the same time, he
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recallecl the fact-that lihe had raised strong objection to the interpretation whereby the Preamble
might be made a manifestation in favour of the Protocol and thereby put blame on Govern-
inents. In consequence, he accepted the Preamble on the understanding that the report
shoNwed that approval of the Protocol -was not thereby implied.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) was unable to accept the suggestion of M. Coppola. The
Preamble as drafted was a clear expression of the general discussions in the Assembly,the will of
which the Committee mustl interpret. It seemed to him that the League did not intend to go back
on the work accomplished last year. The discussions had brought out the point that political
events had imposed a period of waiting, but the League was still faithful to its mission to
establish justice and peace. Those who had agreed to await the completion of the agreements
under negotiation only did so because the negotiators had given the assurance that there would
be nothing in the agreements similar to the old alliances and that they would be inspired by the
principles of the Protocol. It was in these circumstances that he himself had agreed to await
the negotiations of his Government and had accepted the period of waiting imposed on the
League. Any affirmation that the League was modifying its general policy would cause him
to make a solemn protest.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, feared that M. Coppola had not expressed him-
self clearly. In the event of any such commentary being made he could not act as Rapporteur.

The CHAIRMAN again pointed out that the discussion was premature. The Protocol
was still in existence, and the Sixth Assembly could only destroy it by a formal vote,which
it had not done. Furthermore, that, part of the resolution was common to the Third and First
Committees, and possibly the portion of the report dealing with the matter would be drafted
by the First Committee.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) asked why the phrase " declaring afresh that a war of aggression
constitutes an international crime " had been replaced by "declaring afresh that a war of
aggression should be regarded as an international crime ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR explained that this amendment had been adopted by the First
Committee. As therewere gaps in the Covenant which made war possible, the First Com-
mittee had desired to show its respect for existing texts and its wish to see such gaps filled.

The text of the Preamble was unaninmously adopted.

M. COPPOLA (Italy) said that he accepted the text of the Preamble and of the final para-
graph of the resolution, subject to his approval of the explanatory report.

FOURTH MEETING

Held on Monday, September 21st, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: M. DE BROUCKERE (Belgium).

10. Adoption of the Report to the Third Committee.

The CHAIRMAN requested the Rapporteur to read his draft report.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, read his draft report (Annex 2) and said that he
hoped that in general he had expressed the views of the Sub-Committee.

The report was then read paragraph by paragraph.
Certain minor alterations were made in the first part.

Second Part, Section 1.

In the paragraph commencing "on the one hand, a certain number of delegations",
the Rapporteur said that he proposed to modify certain expressions and to substitute the
phrase "have declared that they are convinced that" by " expressed doubts whether it
would not be preferable that", arid to replace the concluding paragraph by the words " these
delegations considered that great importance was to be attached to the moment when the
preliminary studies should begin".

Sir George GRAHAME '(British Empire) said that the suggested alterations would express
the British attitude better.

Mli. COPPOLA (Italy) did not object to the alteration but preferred the original text.
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Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) said that he would not press for the retention of
the first sentence of the following paragraph, since it gave too great importance to a passing
expression of opinion by Sir Cecil Hurst in the Third Committee.

The first sentence, worded as follows, was accordingly deleted: "On this subject the British
delegation expressed the view that close collaboration with the Government Departments
concerned with national defence in each countr-,y was indispensable to work of this kind. 

At the request of M. CoPPOLA, the same paragraph was altered by the addition of the
sentence: " He adlded that, in his opinion, the reduction and limiitation of armaments could
only be achieved on a political basis."

M. D)E PALACIOS (Spain) proposed, in tihe paragraph beginning " Other delegations, how-
ever", the addition after the words "but merely of limitation " of the words " The Spanish
delegation said that this equally applied to certain European cOourntries ". Account would thus
be taken of the situation in his own country.

M. VILLEGAS (Chile) obtained the addition of the following sentence at the end of the
same paragraph : " The Chilian delegation also pointed out that valuable work had been done
in 1923 on the subject of the mutual control of armaments by means of regional committees
formed on the same basis as the regional pacts which are at the rmoment being discussed ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) obtained the addition of the word "France" in the list of
countries mentioned in the paragraph commencing " Other delegations, including those of
Norway . . . ". He said that, in order to avoid any ambiguity, the second sentence
of the following paragraph should begin as follows: " It considered it advisable, however".

At the request of M. DEBSKI (Poland), the words, "The French delegation moreover"
were replaced by the words " The French delegation supported by the Polish delegation".

M. MUNCH (Denmark) presented certain criticisms on the paragraph which read as follows:

" In regard to the programme of these preparatory studies, the Committee
refrained from discussing them, in agreement with the point of view expressed by
the French delegate that this would be for the Council to decide. As plans for the
reduction and limitation of armaments have already on several occasions been
discussed, and even voted by the Assembly, it would be for the Council to examine
very carefully any proposal which may be laid before it by States Members of the
League."

In his opinion, the first sentence gave a wrong impression of what occurred. On the
contrary, indeed, M. Paul-Boncour, after having proposed a programme, had agreed not to
discuss the question. Moreover, he desired that the last sentence should draw the Council's
attention to Resolution No. IV of 1924, to the disarmament proposals laid before certain
Parliaments and to the studies made by the Inter-Parliamentary Union.

M. PAuL-BONCOUR (France) said he agreed with M. Munch on the first point. As to the
second, he would prefer that no special mention should be made or any programme referred to,
as no discussion had been entered into. Moreover, he would have to make certain reservations
regarding the suggestions contained in Resolution IV. He added that he would like to see
the sentence " as planned . . by the Assembly" deleted, because the Assembly had,
in fact, not voted any plan for the reduction or limitation of armaments.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) and M. COPPOLA (Italy) concurred in the remarks
of M. Paul-Boncour and asked that an addition be made to the first paragraph by the insertion
of " British and Italian delegations ".

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), answering M. Munch's second point, said it would be difficult
to cite a particular study and not all of them. It would further be a somewhat delicate matter
to make use of the studies made by international bodies which did not express Government
views.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that drafts laid before Parliaments were official and that the
drafts studied by the Inter-Parliamentary Union had been laid before the last Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN proposed the following wording, which was agreed to : " In regard to the
programme of these preparatory studies, the Committee refrained from discussing them in
agreement with the point of view expressed by the British, French and Italian delegates that
this was a matter for the Council to decide. It rests with the Council to examine very carefully
any studies already made, as well as any proposals which may be laid before it by States
Members of the League ".

M. LLOUDON (Netherlands) proposed certain amlendien ts to the paragraph commencing:
" 3. In regard to the time . . . . In particulal, he proposed that the words " certain
delegations" should be replaced by the words 'majority of delegations" and the words" nowhere
said " by the words " not expressly said ". (These anendments were agreed to.) He further
proposed the deletion of the concluding paragraph, the text of which had been underlined in
the copy submitted to the Sub-Committee.
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graph balanced the first, and it was necessary to retain the equilibrium.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out to M. Loudon that, in his opinion, the second paragraph
did not weaken the first, as it emphasised the fact that these preliminary studies must be con-
cluded immediately political conditions permitted the Conference to be convoked. He
suggested, however, that the first part should be modified as follows : "But it is for the Council
to choose the method by which it will put into force ", etc.

Sir George GRAHAME (British Empire) said that he had shown himself very conciliatory
since the time when his Government accepted the Spanish resolution, particularly in agreeing
to the insertion of the first paragraph and to the idea that the study must be concluded at a
given time. He could not, therefore, agree to any alteration in the first sentence of the second
paragraph which showed that latitude was given to the Council to settle the moment.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said that, in his opinion, the proposed text faithfully reflected
various points of view.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) agreed that the attitude of Sir George Grahame was well
founded. To maintain an equilibrium between the first and second paragraphs, he would
merely propose that neither part of this text should be underlined.

This was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to insert in the second paragraph, after the word "initiating",
the words " each of the and appealed to the spirit of conciliation of M. Loudon to accept
the text thus amended. 

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said hle was all the more willing to do so as he remarked that
the great majority of the members of the Sub-Committee agreed that the Council should
immediately proceed to initiate the work.

Second Paarl, SOeclion II.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that he had considered the desirability
of making a reference in this part to the suggestion of the Hungarian delegate regarding
representation on the Co-ordination Commission of States disarmed under the Treaties of Peace,
but that he thought the expression proposed by the Polish delegate as a complementto the
Council resolution instituting the Co-ordination Commission, would be capable of interpretation
to include all States placed in a special position as regard s the disarmament problem. He
added that mention of this point would be made in the minutes.

General TANczos (Hungary) thanked M. Benes for his statement. It was his desire that
the minutes should show that States disarmed under the Treaties of Peace were covered
both by the additional sentence proposed by the Polish delegation and also by the previous
sentence: "Consider that other Governments also should be represented, especially those
nations most exposed to the risk of wvar".

M. MUNcH (Denmark) asked that the representatives of least exposed nations should also
be called in as they, perhaps, would make the most radical suggestions. In this he was not
referring to Denmark, which had been very much exposed to the dangers of war and might
again be in a future war. As the sentence emanating from the Polish delegation permitted the
invitation to be extended to the various groups of States, he proposed the suppression of the
words " especially those nations most exposed to the risk of war "

This suppression was agreed to.

M. DEBSKI (Poland) proposed that -the name to be given to the Commission should be
" Commission of Enquiry on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments " instead of " Disarma-
ment Commission " or " Technical Commission " as it was called in the last paragraph but
one of the report.

The Sub-Committee adopted this proposal.

The report as modified was unanimously adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thanked M. B6nes for his great efforts, which had resulted in harmonising
such divergent views and for faithfully interpreting all shades of opinion. He also thanked
the Members for their co-operation and good-will in seeking the means to harmonise such
divergent views.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands), on behalf of the Committee, warmly thanked the Chairman
for the able and good-humoured manner in which he had presided.

The CHAIRMAN declared the work of the Sub-Committee ended.

The Sub-Committee rose at 6.30 p.m.
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Annex 1.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY.

STATISTICAL INFORMATION ON THE TRADE IN ARMS, AMMUNITION AND

IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

Rapporteur: M. GUERRERO (Salvador).

The view has always been held, in the course of the work of the Technical Commissions
and of the successive Assemblies of the League of Nations, that the surest practical guarantee
of the control of the International Traffic in Arms consists in providing periodical and uni-
form publicity for the facts concerning this traffic. It was in consequence of this idea that
the Geneva Conference felt justified in putting on one side the original conception of estab-
lishing a bureau for the control of such traffic and in laying down instead as definite rules
as possible with regard to publicity.

The Secretariat of the League of Nations now publishes, in pursuance of the instruc-
tions of the Assembly and the Council, a statistical year-book concerning the movements
of the international trade in arms. The Co-ordination Commission, after examining this
year-book in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Fifth Assembly, fully realised
that, in view of the present state of national statistics on this subject, it was impossible to
make this year-book one of great documentary value. It is clear that the work done by the
Secretariat will only be really satisfactory from this point of view when standardisation of
statistical methods and nomenclature has been achieved. This will be the case as soon as
the Convention adopted by the Conference held in May and June has come into force. It
would seem, however, that a first step can at once be taken in this direction. Ratification
is an operation almost always requiring parliamentary sanction and consequently involving
in most cases considerable delay. It would perhaps be possible to achieve a more modest
and restricted aim than the coming into force of the Convention, viz., the standardisation
of statistics, by an executive method, which would enable the period of time required to be
shortened. I refer to the adoption by the various Governments of the methods of nomen-
clature and classification provided for in the Convention either as regards their national
statistics or as regards the statistical documents which they forward to the Secretariat with
a view to the preparation of the year-book. The Committee therefore proposes the following
resolution for adoption by the Assembly 

" The Assembly:
" Taking into account the provisions of the Convention for the Supervision

of the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War, signed
at Geneva on June 17th, 1925;

" Considering the advantage to be derived from the standardisation of nomen-
clature and statistical systems for this trade;

' Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution of the Fifth Assembly, dated Sep-
tember 27th, 1924, in virtue of which 'States Members and non-members of the
League of Nations are invited to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which
they may deem likely to be of assistance in the preparation of a collection of statis-
tical data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war';

"Recommends all States, so soon as they may find it possible, to adopt the
models given in Annex I to the said Convention for their national statistics and for
the documents they supply to the Secretariat as data for the preparation of the
above-mentioned collection."

A. 99. 1925. IX.

Annex 2.

REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY.

ARBITRATION, SECURITY AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.

Rapporleur: H.E. Dr. E. BEINES (Czechoslovakia).

The Committee was instructed by the Assembly to examine the draft resolutions sub-
mitted by the Spanish and Netherlands delegations and the Hungarian amendment to the
Spanish draft resolution, with a view to arriving at a single text. The Committee thought
that the Spanish proposal could be divided into two parts, the first of which (consisting of
the first seven paragraphs) formed a kind of preamble to the second part (consisting of the
last paragraph).

As both the Hungarian amendmant and the Netherlands resolution belong to the
category of questions to which the second part relates, it has been necessary to consider
separately, on the one hand, the preamble of the Spanish resolution, on the other hand, the
last paragraph of that resolution, the Hungarian amendment and the Netherlands resolution.
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First Part - PREAMBLE.

This discussion and the precise word.ing of thle preamble devolved upon the First Coin-
mittee, but in view of the fact thlat certain doubts were raised in the Third Committee with
regard to the-meaning Ito be given to the passages in this preamble concerning the Protocol,
the Third Committee, while fully bearing in mind the declarations made to the Assembly
by certain delegations explaining wfhy their Governments had not been able to sign and
ratify the Protocol, notes that, in voting this resolution, the Sixth Assenibly remains faithful
to the ideas expressed during the debates of the Fifth Assembly, namely, that the peace of
the world depends upon the application of the three great, principles --- arbitration, security
and disarmament, and if it has not been possible to arrive at the desired end, namely, peace
and general security, by the immediate application of the universal system laid down in
the Protocol, it considers it possible and necessary to secure the same and gradually by means
of a system of partial agreements which may eventually become wider in scope and more
general.

Second Part. - LAST PARAGRAPH OF THE SPANISH RESOLUTION, HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT
AND NETHERLANDS RESOLUTION.

This group of texts raises two problems, closely related but distinct: the preparatory
studies with a view to the reduction and limitation of armaments, and the organisation to
which these preparatory investigations should be entrusted by the Council.

1. Preparatory Studies and the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

The Spanish proposal contemplates that the Council should make preparatory arrange-
ments for a conference for -the reduction of armaments as soon as, in its opinion, from the
point of view of general security, satisfactory conditions have been reached in accordance
with Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly;

The Committee has examined the question of the preparatory investigations into the
reduction and limitation of armaments in the light of opinions expressed during the discus-
sions of the Assembly, the Third Committee and the Sub-Committee created by the Third
Committee. The Committee has noted the existence of at least 'two currents of opinion,

On the one hand, a certain number of delegations have expressed doubts whether, before
the Council commits itself too definitely to preparatory investigations for the reduction
and limitation of armaments, it would not be preferable to await the results of the negotiations
now being carried on with a view -to the conclusion of a Security Pact and also the effects
which the successful issue of such negotiations might have on the preparation and conclusion
of other similar agreements. Those delegations thought, in fact, that this reduction and
limitation could have no solid foundation until the political conditions under which they
would be carried out were defined, and as these political conditions, in their -turn, react upon
the problem, those delegations considered that great importance was to be attached to the
moment when the -preparatory studies should begin. On -this subject, the Italian delegate
made certain reservations ; he considered that such preliminary studies were useless, but if
they were regarded as absolutely necessary, he would withdraw his opposition, while pointing
out the danger which they might involve either by reason of their excessive scope or by their
publicity which might be to the advantage of Powers still outside the League of Nations.
He added that, in his opinion, the reduction and limitation of armaments could only be achieved
on a political basis.

Other delegations, however, thought that, while deferring until the most suitable moment
- to be chosen by the Council - the convocation of an'international conference for the
reduction and limitation of armaments, it was essential that the preliminary work should
be begun without delay. In the view of these delegations, there would be serious objections
to delaying this preparatory work until the political atmosphere was favourable to the sum-
moning of the conference, since, when that Lime came, it would be of the utmost importance
not to delay for one moment the realisation of the efforts of the League of Nations in this
direction. The Brazilian and Chilian delegations pointed out that, for the Latin-American
countries, the problem was not one of reduction of armaments but merely of limitation.
The Spanish delegation said that this equally applied to certain European countries. The
Chilian delegation proposed that, in view of the changes in the general situation due to the
inability of certain nations to adopt the Protocol, the task of the Co-ordination Commission
was reduced strictly to the terms of Resolution No. IV of the Fifth Assembly. The Chilian
delegation also pointed out that valuable work had been done in .1923 in the Temporary
Mixed Commission on the subject of the mutual control of armaments by means of regional
committees formed on the same basis as the regional pacts which are at the moment being
discussed.

Other delegations, including those of Belgium, Denmark, France, Hungary, the Nether-
lands, Norway and Sweden, insisted on the necessity of immediately initiating preliminary
studies on the widest possible basis, and with the collaboration of all the technical organisa-
tions of the League, so that, when the conditions of general security are such that the Council
deems it possible to convene the international conference, the problem may, from the
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technical point of view, be ripe for a concrete solution. The Belgian and Brazilian delegations
pointed out the advisability in this connection of examining the relations between the problem
of disarmament and the problems raised by the scheme for an economic conference laid before
the Assembly by the French delegation.

The French delegation, supported by the Polish delegation, definitely stated that the
preparatory studies in question could obviously only bear upon the programme of a possible
conference and could include neither concrete study of the resources of any particular country
nor, a fortiori, investigations. It considered it advisable, however, with the aid of such
theoretical studies, to bring out the elements of the question, namely, the relation between
military power and peace armaments in any particular country, rapidity of mobilisation, etc.

It appeared to the Committee that these two points of view could be reconciled. On
the one hand, though it is premature to contemplate immediately in all its details the con-
vening of an international conference, it is none the.less possible to proceed with preliminary
enquiries with a view to this eventuality, in so far as they may relate to all these questions
which are not directly affected by the international political situation. Further, as the
Chairman of the Sub-Committee, M. de Brouckere, pointed out, the Council is bound by
Article 8 of the Covenant to proceed to such investigations with a view to disarmament. The
Committee has therefore agreed upon the following text, which it submits to the Assembly
in place of the last paragraph of the Spanish resolution:

" The Assembly:

" Al-nd, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the
Council to make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference on the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions
have been assured from the point of view of general security as provided for in
Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, the said Conference may be convened and
a general reduction and. limitation of armaments may be realised."

The exact interpretation of this text, which is the result of a compromise, is as follows

(1) The paragraph in question, in the first place, fixes thei present field of acti-
vity of the Council in respect of reduction and limitation of armaments, inviting
it to make a preparatory study with a view to a conference on the redaction and limita-
tion of armaments as understood in Resolution XIV.

(2) In regard to the programme of these preparatory studies, the Committee
refrained from discussing them, in agreement with the point of view expressed by
the British, French and Italian delegates, that this was a matter for the Council
to decide. It rests with the Council to examine very carefully any studies already
made, as well as proposals which may be laid before it by States Members of the
League.

(3) In regard to the time at which the preparatory studies might and should
be begun by the Council, the resolution confirms the opinion of the majority of the
delegations that it is highly desirable not to delay for one moment the realisation
of the efforts made by the League in this direction. Although it is not expressly
said that these preparatory studies should be entered upon at once or " imme-
diately", the text makes it clear that any inactivity of the Council in this respect,
apart from not being in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, would fail to
meet the ideas of the Sixth Assembly with regard to the problem of the reduction
and the limitation of armaments.

But it is for the Council to choose the moment which it may deem opportune
for initiating each of the preparatory studies in order that these studies may be
completed and the conference immediately summoned as soon as the general political
situation is favourable for the holding of such a conference.

II.. Permanent Council Organisation for Work on Disarmament.

With regard to the organisation responsible for the execution of this work, the Committee
has examined the resolution of the Fifth Assembly on the subject and also the Council's
resolution of October 3rd, 1924, instituting the Co-ordination Commission. The Committee
had also studied the various criticisms and observations made in plenary meetings of the
Committee and in the Sub-Committee with regard to this organisation. These criticisms
and observations may be summed up as follows :

In the opinion of certain delegations, the Co-ordination Commission was not constituted
on a sufficiently wide and democratic basis. While recognising the advantage of having
representatives of all States Members of the Council, those delegations consider that other
Governments also should be represented. The Polish delegate suggested adding to the final
paragraph of the Council's resolution concerning the creation of the Co-ordination Com-
mission, which runs as follows:

" If considered advisable a certain number of experts -- jurists and others
- appointed by the Council ",


