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THIRD COMMITTEE

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.)

AGENDA.

1. REPORT ON THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY (document
A.20.1928.IX - see Official Journal, August 1928).

(a) Pacific Settlement of International Disputes (Official Journal, August 1928,
pages 1146-1176).

(b) Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance (Official Journal, August 1928,
pages 1176-1194).

(c) Articles of the Covenant:

1. Resolution concerning M. Rutgers' Memorandum on Articles 10,
11 and 16 of the Covenant (Official Journal, May 1928,
pages 651-706; August 1928, page 1194).

2. Resolution concerning Communications of the League in Times
of Emergency (Official Journal, August 1928, page 1195;
see also No. II below).

3. Resolution regarding Financial Assistance (Official Journal,
August 1928, pages 1195-1208; October 1928, page 1738).

(d) Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of preventing War (Official Journal,
August 1928, pages 1209-1218).

II. COMMUNICATIONS OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN TIMES OF EMERGENCY:

ESTABLISHMENT OF A LEAGUE OF NATIONS RADIO-TELEGRAPHIC STATION.

Report by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications
and Transit (Official Journal, July 1928, pages 1105-1113; September
1928, pages 1369-1378; December 1928, pages 1974-1978).

III. PREPARATION OF A DRAFT CONVENTION ON SUPERVISION OF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE

AND PUBLICITY OF THE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF

IMPLEMENTS OF WAR.

Report of the Special Commission (Official Journal, October 1928,
pages 1584-1588).

Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegation of Salvador (Records of
the Ninth Ordinary Session of the Assembly: Plenary Meetings,
September 7th, 1928, afternoon).

IV. WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE.

Records of the Ninth Ordinary Session of the Assembly : Plenary Meetings,
Annex 2.

V. VARIOUS QUESTIONS DEALT WITH IN THE REPORT ON THE WORK OF THE COUNCIL AND

ON THE WORK OF THE SECRETARIAT.

FIRST MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 4th, 1928, at 11 a.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

1. Opening of the Committee's Work.

In declaring the Committee open, the CHAIRMAN desired to express once more to his
colleagues his surprise at the honour done him in appointing him Chairman. He was the more
overwhelmed when he noted how distinguished were the members of the Committee and how
serious and difficult the problems with which they had to deal.

He ventured to say that the only explanation, the only excuse he could see for his
appointment, was the desire to pay a tribute to his country for its constant devotion to the
League of Nations and to the great work of reconciliation and peace jointly pursued by all its
Members.
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In renewing his thanks to the Committee, he appealed to the good-will and indulgence
of his colleagues, and assured them of his own.

2. Appointment of Vice-Chairman.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) submitted the name of M. Unden, Swedish delegate, as Vice-
Chairman. There was no need for him to say anything in support of this candidature; the
facts spoke for themselves.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) supported the proposal.

M. UNDEtN (Sweden) was elected by acclamation Vice-Chairman of the Third Committee

M. UNDEN (Sweden), Vice-Chairman, thanked the Committee for the great honour done
him and for the confidence it showed in him in appointing him Vice-Chairman.

(At the invitation of the Chairman, MA. Unden took his place with the Bureau.)

3. Preparation of the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Assembly, at its second meeting on
September 3rd, referred to the Third Committee Items 22 and 23, which the Council had
placed on the agenda of the Assembly 

22. Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
23. Establishment of a League of Nations Radio-telegraphic Station: Report

by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit.

He also recalled the fact that the Assembly had referred to the Third Committee the
question of the private manufacture and publicity of the manufacture of arms, ammunition
and implements of war.

Moreover, M. Loudon, the Netherlands representative, intended to propose to the
Assembly that the chapters of the General Report and Supplementary Report concerning the
reduction of armaments should be referred to the Committee.

Finally, he pointed out that other questions might also be referred to the Committee;
the latter could therefore only draw up an agenda of a provisional character.

The Chairman would prepare a draft agenda for the next meeting, the date of which would
be fixed by the General Committee of the Assembly; this agenda, together with the necessary
documentation, would be submitted to his colleagues in due course.

(The meeting rose at 11.25 a.m.)

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 11th, 1928, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

4. Publicity of Meetings.

The Committee decided that in principle its meetings would be public.

5. Adoption of the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN said that, before they came to consider the agenda, he would like, speaking
in his personal capacity, to offer a few general comments.

The work of the Third Committee differed in certain respects from that of the other
Committees of the Assembly : its task was not so much to settle current business as to seek
by what means the League of Nations could satisfy the desire of the peoples for the limitation
of armaments.

Anxiety and even disappointment had been expressed on this subject, to such an extent
indeed that people were sometimes led to wonder whether the League's numerous efforts did
not rather resemble the futile tasks to which, in ancient mythology, the Danaids or Sisyphus
were condemned. But if they were to compare the results they were about to reach with the
situation in 1921, or even in 1924, they must surely realise that they were nearing a solution
and that the general outline of an agreement - possible as much as desirable - was beginning
to evolve. A further justification for their hopes lay in the interest which was being taken in
the many enquiries conducted last year which our Committee would have to discuss.

The Third Committee was setting to work on the task entrusted to it in a general
atmosphere which seemed to him to be more favourable than that of previous years. The
signature of the Paris Pact and other symptoms certainly helped to diminish the worldwide
feeling of uneasiness and to encourage the hopes which he expressed on behalf of his colleagues.

He had desired to express to the Third Committee, now about to begin its labours, the
hope that the authority and prestige of the League might be still further enhanced and might
be increasingly respected. : 
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The Chairman read the following Provisional Agenda:

I. Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security (document
A.20.1928. IX):

(a) Pacific Settlement of International Disputes (document A.20.1928.IX, pages
6-36).

(b) Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance (document A.20.1928.IX, pages 36-54).
(c) Articles of the Covenant:

1. Resolution concerning M. Rutgers' Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16
of the Covenant (documents C.A.S.10, and A.20.1928.IX, page 54).

2. Resolution concerning Communications of the League in Times of Emer-
gency (document A.20.1928.IX, page 55; see also No. II below).

3. Resolution regarding Financial Assistance (document A.20.1928.IX, pages
55-68; document A.45.1928.II, page 4).
(d) Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of preventing War (document A.20.

1928.IX, pages 69-78).

II. Communications of the League of Nations in Times of Emergency. Establish-
ment of a League of Nations Radio-Telegraphic Station.

Report by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit
(documents A.22.1928.VIII, A.23.1928.VIII, and A.31.1928.VIII).

III. Preparation of a Draft Convention on Supervision of the Private Manufacture and
Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunitionand of Implements of War.

Report of the Special Commission (documents A.43.1928.IX, and A.49.1928.IX).

IV. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference.
Document A.6 and A.6 (a). 1928, Extract No. 5, pages 10, 11 and 18.

V. Various Questions dealt with in the Report on the Work of the Council and on
the Work of the Secretariat.

This agenda was adopted.

6. Statement by the Chairman of the Committee on Arbitration and Security concerning
the Work of this Committee.

The CHAIRMAN announced his intention of proposing that they should refer certain
questions on the agenda to other Committees of the Assembly. He thought, however, that
it would be desirable for the Committee first to hear M. Benes, Chairman of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security, who would make a statement concerning the work of this
Committee.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) read the following statement concerning the work of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security:

Mr. Chairman - Among the important matters that the Assembly has referred to our
Committee is the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was set up on
November 30th, 1927, by the Preparatory Commission in consequence of the resolution of
the Assembly at its eight ordinary session, passed on September 26th, 1927, and the Council
resolution of September 27th, 1927.

" In the documents of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which you have
before you, will be found full and detailed particulars of all the work done by the Committee
and all the investigations it has carried out up to the present time.

Since the Committee on Arbitration and Security has done me the great honour of
electing me to the Chair, I may perhaps be allowed to give you a brief summary of the principal
stages through which its work has passed and the results so far attained.

" The Committee has held three sessions. At the first session, in December 1927, it
decided upon its programme of work, and, faithfully adhering to the directions provided
in the last Assembly resolution, it appointed three of its distinguished members, M. Holsti,
M. Politis and M. Rutgers, to draw up three memoranda, dealing respectively with arbitration
in the broad sense of the term, with security and with Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant
(including the questions of the League's communications at times of emergency and financial
assistance to States victims of aggression).

"The three Rapporteurs met at Prague on January 26th, 1928, and proceeded, in
consultation with the Chairman, to co-ordinate their reports, care being taken to give all
possible weight to the various notes and observations which had in the meantime been
submitted by a number of Governments. The three memoranda, together with an
Introductory Note by the Chairman, were then laid before the Committee at its second session,
which lasted from February 10th to March 7th, 1928.

" At this session the Committee accepted the views expressed in the Introductory Note,
particularly those in regard to the value of the League Covenant itself as a guarantee of
security, and drew up and subjected to a first reading three model Conventions of conciliation,
arbitration and judicial settlement and three model treaties of non-aggression and mutual
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assistance, as well as various draft resolutions. It was at this session also that the German
delegation put forward a number of suggestions for strengthening the means of preventing
war, and M. Rolin Jaequemyns was asked to examine these as Rapporteur.

"The Committee's third session lasted from June 27th to July 4th. A second reading
was given to the models drawn up at the previous session, and three model bilateral
Conventions for the pacific settlement of disputes and a model Treaty for strengthening
the means of preventing war on the basis of the German Suggestions were also discussed.
Further, the Committee adopted at this session a report on financial assistance to States
victims of aggression, and the final text of the various resolutions to be submitted to the
Assembly.

"Accordingly, the Committee's work as a whole may be set out as follows:

" 1. First, we have six model Conventions on arbitration, conciliation and judicial
settlement, accompanied by an Introductory Note and two resolutions, one to recommend
these models and the other concerning the good offices of the Council.

"It was not without mature reflection that the Committee decided to make no attempt
to amalgamate all these models. Notwithstanding the marked progress of the ideas of
conciliation and arbitration in recent years, the Committee felt that the time had not yet
come when all countries could take an identical view of the conclusion of extensive and uniform
arbitration treaties. It was therefore thought better to prepare several model Conventions
offering sufficient variety to meet the wishes and requirements of the various Governments.
The Committee wishes, moreover, to make it clear that it does not advocate any one model
more strongly than the others. The Third Committee and the Assembly will have to examine
all these models, and to decide how best to secure the adoption and putting into force of these
Conventions as between as many countries as possible. With this object in view, the
Committee on Arbitration and Security thinks it may be worth while to submit to the
Assembly, as I have already observed, two draft resolutions, one to recommend the model
Conventions and the other providing for the good offices of the Council, which would
undoubtedly be of value.

" 2. The Committee furthermore considered that .the measures for imparting a fresh
impetus to the movement for settling disputes by pacific methods might well be supplemented
by an Assembly resolution concerning the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the
Permanent Court of International Justice.

" This draft resolution is intended to attract the attention of Governments to the
elasticity of the Optional Clause, which should, it is thought, to a large extent reduce the

obstacles which have hitherto prevented many States from acceding to it.

"3. Thirdly, the Committee submits to us three model Treaties of non-aggression and

mutual assistance, accompanied by an Introductory Note and two resolutions. As in the
case of the model Conventions for judicial settlement, arbitration and conciliation, the
Committee felt it advisable to prepare three different models. Draft D is clearly the most
far-reaching, since it provides, not only for non-aggression and the pacific settlement of
disputes, but also for mutual assistance. It is to a large extent based on the Rhine Pact of
Locarno, although at the same time it offers certain differences which you will find explained
in the Introductory Note. I am anxious to make it clear that, in the opinion of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security, the Models D, E and F were not to be put forward as unalterable
drafts. It would be for the States concerned to consider whether they should introduce
certain modifications which would make allowance for their special circumstances. The
Committee itself, moreover, suggested in its Introductory Note certain such variations.
Model D also raises certain important questions concerning the participation of States
non-Members of the League of Nations. In this connection, the Turkish delegation, which
joined us during the third session of the Committee, submitted certain interesting proposals;
owing, however, to the complexity and great importance of these questions, their consideration
had to be deferred until a later session. As in the case of Models A, B, C and a, n, c, our
Committee and the Assembly will have to decide on the resolutions to be adopted in order
to recommend Models D, E and F to the various States, and in order to put at their disposal
the good offices of the Council.

" 4. The Committee further lays before us a draft resolution concerning M. Rutger's
Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant. This Memorandum is a careful and
detailed study of the possibilities afforded by the Covenant of the League of Nations for
the pacific solution of disputes and for the security of States, without either adding to or
taking from the obligations of Members of the League, without adhering to any one
interpretation of the Covenant and without proposing any rigid and detailed procedure.

" 5. There will also be submitted to you a draft resolution concerning the communications
of the League of Nations in times of emergency. This draft resolution lays stress on the great
importance of the work carried out by the Committee for Communications and Transit
and on the desirability of the Assembly taking steps at the present session to put these
schemes into effect, more particularly as regards the establishment of a radio-telegraphic
station. This latter problem is also submitted to us as a special question under No. 23 of
the Assembly agenda.
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"6. The question of financial assistance to States victims of aggression has been examined
by a Joint Committee consisting of four members of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security and three members of the Financial Committee. This Joint Committee drew
up a report which was approved by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. You will
note that one of the questions dealt with in this report, the problem of the Council's vote,
which would put into operation the measures agreed upon for providing financial assistance,
gave rise to a prolonged debate, at the end of which no unanimous decision could be reached.
The Committee on Arbitration and Security therefore decided to request the Assembly to
give its opinion on the questions thus raised, particularly with regard to the vote of the
Council. The discussion which will be opened on this subject in our Committee will show
whether it is possible to reach any solution during the present session of the Assembly, or
whether it would be advisable to adjourn these questions for subsequent consideration.

" 7. Finally, the Committee submits to us a model Treaty to strengthen the means of
preventing war, accompanied by an Introductory Note and a resolution.

" The Committee unanimously agreed that the Suggestions made in this connection
by the German delegation included provisions which might usefully be added to the other
measures designed to prevent war. Since, however, these proposals were only submitted
during its second session, the Committee was unable to do more than draw up the model
before us at a first reading. In the meantime, Governments have been requested to give
their delegations necessary instructions in order that the investigation of this important
matter may be continued and, if possible, completed during the present session of the
Assembly.

"The foregoing is a brief general survey of the problems dealt with by the Committee
on Arbitration and Security and now submitted to you for discussion.

In my view, the work which the Committee has done in its three sessions is
considerable. All the countries represented have taken part in the discussions, and every
aspect of the problem has been exhaustively considered. Only the concrete results of these
discussions are before you. To appreciate the wide scope and the detailed nature of our
debates you should also consult all the Minutes, and you would find that no special question,
no aspect of the problem, no delicate shade of meaning, has been neglected, and that practical
consideration has been given to the interests of every country. I should add that many of
the formulae finally adopted are the outcome of protracted and delicate negotiations among
the delegations, which have by no means failed to realise the practical political importance
of these formulae and of the draft treaties prepared.

I need hardly say, therefore, that we feel that every question which might be raised
in this Committee by those of our colleagues who do not take part in the work of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security has already been examined, or at any rate touched
upon, and that all of us who did take part in those debates are willing to furnish our colleagues
with any explanations or details that may be needed. This, I think, should help the Third
Committee to do its work more easily and rapidly.

"As you all know, the Committee's work proceeded simultaneously with the negotiations
for the Pact for the Renunciation of War. The signing of this Pact, which will always remain
a memorable date in post-war history, should encourage us to pursue our task in the Third
Committee. There is no need now to discuss in detail in what way our draft treaties would
add precision, substance and efficacy to the engagements embodied in the Pact for the
Renunciation of War. A glance at the Pact and at the draft treaties will make this
immediately clear.

"In this Committee, therefore, all we have to do is to continue our work without
interruption and without hesitation. I hoped that during the next few years, when a vote
of the Assembly sanctions the draft treaties and resolutions, we shall see the positive results
of the efforts we are making to-day.

" Of the value of the Committee's work I will say nothing. You are yourselves about
to examine it, and your judgment will be expressed by the final vote. My dearest wish is
that hereafter, if you adopt them, the draft treaties may be of the greatest possible service
in establishing lasting peaceful relations among the different countries, and that a further
important step may thus be taken in the direction of European and world peace."

The CHAIRMAN said he felt sure that he expressed the wishes of the Committee in
thanking M. Benes for his statement, which so clearly summarised the work of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security.

7. Reference to the First Committee of the Part of the Work of the Committee on Arbitration
and Security concerning the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes.

The CHAIRMAN submitted to the Committee the following draft resolution:

" The Third Committee requests the First Committee to examine from a legal
point of view the part of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security
concerning the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, namely:

" (a) Model Conventions for judicial settlement, arbitration and conciliation.
"(b) Draft resolution concerning model Conventions on conciliation,

arbitration and judicial settlement.
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" (c) Draft resolution regarding the good offices of the Council.

"(d) Draft resolution concerning the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the

Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said he thought that it would be desirable to refer to the

First Committee for an opinion the points (a), (b) and (d), as these three questions possessed
a distinctly legal aspect.- Point (c), however, " Draft resolution regarding the good offices

of the Council ", was'of a purely political character and the Third Committee itself might

consider this point.
Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he thought that point (c) also had certain legal aspects

and that it would be logical to refer it as well to the First Committee.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said he saw no reason why they should not also refer this

point to the First Committee if, in the course of the discussions, -they found that this was

necessary. For the present, he thought it would be better for the Third Committee to

consider first of all the purely political side of this draft resolution.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was really very little difference between these two

suggestions: Count Apponyi proposed that point (c) should immediately be referred to the

First Committee, whereas M. Benes proposed that it should only be referred to that Committee,
if necessary, after it had been discussed by the Third Committee.

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he did not see what they had to lose by referring this

point to the First Committee forthwith. Why should they not immediately settle all the

preliminary questions ? Otherwise, they might find themselves obliged to stop considering a

question in the very midst of their discussions. He therefore ventured to insist on immediate
reference.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said he would like to know the exact terms of this reference

they were proposing. Would the First Committee, after it had considered this question,

submit its report to the Assembly direct, or would the question come back before the Third
Committee ?

The CHAIRMAN replied that, if the Committee decided to refer the question to the First

Committee, its intention would be that the First Committee should report, not direct to

the Assembly, but to the Third Committee, and that as soon as possible.

M. CASSIN (France) asked whether they could not forthwith instruct a small sub-committee
of the Third Committee to get into touch with the First Committee, so that they might

submit to the Third Committee as soon as possible the conclusions which had already been

jointly reached with the First Committee. A similar procedure had been followed in previous

years for instance, in 1924, in the case of the Protocol - and had always given good results.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said he wished to offer certain explanations in view of Count

Apponyi's insistence.
He had proposed that point (c) should be considered by the Third Committee itself

because the latter had always dealt with political questions, whereas the First Committee
examined the legal side of the various questions. He was anxious to avoid the opening of

a political discussion in both Committees. He would not, however, raise any objection to this

question being referred to the First Committee if such a course were found to be really necessary.

M. FERRARA (Cuba) pointed out that, if the First Committee discussed the legal side

of the Conventions referred to under (a), and if the Third Committee then considered the

same question, there would be two identical discussions on the same subject. The only
political aspect of arbitration conventions was the fact that they existed. He quite agreed

with M. Cassin that they should appoint a sub-committee to remain in constant contact

with the First Committee; it would thus, in agreement with the First Committee, arrive
at conclusions which the Third Committee would have to consider in turn, before submitting

a report on them to the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN said he understood that M. Cassin was not asking them to take an

immediate decision on this proposal, but to take it into consideration in the course of their
discussion.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) referred to the procedure which had been followed in previous

years. When legal questions had been laid before the First Committee, the latter had
submitted a report on the subject to the Third Committee. The Third Committee then
incorporated this report in its own report to the Assembly. They had in fact to try to
discover the best method of co-ordinating efforts in order to obtain the desired result.

He understood M. Cassin's suggestion to be as follows: they should refer to the First
Committee the model conventions under (a); the First Committee could not prepare its

report without first appointing a sub-committee. The Third Committee would find itself
in the same position. It would therefore be well, he thought - and that was doubtless also

M. Ferrara's and M. Cassin's idea - to decide, in principle at least, to appoint a sub-committee
which would keep in touch with the sub-committee of the First Committee, in order to

avoid contradictions and overlapping.

M. CASSIN (France) said that M. Motta had himself proved the utility of the method
proposed. They should therefore: (1) decide in favour of reference; and (2) set up a
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sub-committee. The First Committee would adopt what method it chose and would
maintain its entire freedom.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) was quite prepared to support M. Cassin's proposal
as defined by M. Motta. He would, however, point out that the proposal should not apply
solely to the model Conventions on conciliation and arbitration, whether general or bilateral;
there was another group of conventions in which the legal form was of great importance.
The same principles which would be applied to the legal aspect of the Conventions on
arbitration and conciliation should also be applied to the Conventions on non-aggression
and mutual assistance, and also the draft Treaty for the prevention of war drafted as a
result of the German Suggestions.

The Committee should therefore decide, first of all, whether it was going to instruct a
joint committee, set up in agreement with the First Committee, to consider, not only the
juridical value of the Conventions on arbitration and security, but also the juridical value of the
Conventions on non-aggression and mutual assistance and of the draft Treaty drawn up as a
result of the German Suggestions.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) considered that the various proposals were consistent with each
other, but that the Committee must decide on the principle of the conventions from the
political point of view. It would perhaps appear absurd to anticipate their rejection, but it
would not do to ask the opinion of the First Committee on questions which had not been
approved by the Third Committee. The best method would therefore probably be to
adopt the principle of the conventions an.d then to refer them to the First Committee for
its opinion, at the same time informing it that a sub-committee of the Third Committee
was prepared to co-operate with any sub-committee which it might itself appoint.

The CHAIRMAN desired to draw the attention of the Spanish delegate to the fact that the
matters under discussion were by no means new. These questions had been studied at great
length by the Committee on Arbitration and Security in virtue of a resolutionof the Assembly.
It might therefore be assumed that the Committee was favourably disposed, and it would
thus be possible to dismiss the hypothesis - which M. de Palacios had himself described
as absurd - that the principles of the conventions might be rejected.

On the other hand, it appeared that there was no general agreement with regard to the
choice of questions to be referred to the FirstCommittee. A decision must be reached on this point.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) thought that it was possible to refer to the First Committee
questions on which agreement had been reached. The latter would then state its opinion.
Three of the questions were almost entirely legal in character, and agreement had been
reached with regard to their political aspects, since the Assembly at its last session had given
precise and definite instructions in this connection.

All members of the Committee were agreed that the model Conventions on arbitration
and conciliation must be submitted. From the legal point of view, certain difficulties might
occur, but not from the political point of view. Questions (a), (b) and (d) did not offer any
obstacle. Certain delegates might require to formulate reservations or objections of a
political character in regard to question (c). This question (c) could not, indeed, be referred
to the First Committee for examination from the legal point of view until it had been discussed
by the present Committee.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) thought that a distinction should be drawn between those
questions in which the legal aspect was predominant and those where the political aspect
was predominant. It would be useless for this Committee to refer to the First Committee
a question on which agreement could not be reached from the political point of view.

The CHAIRMAN enquired whether the Committee was in favour of immediately referring
to the First Committee questions (a), (b) and (d) of the draft resolution submitted by him.

It was decided to refer the points in question to the First Committee.

8. Question of the League of Nations Radio-Telegraphic Station.
The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to the question of the radio-telegraphic

station of the League of Nations with which the Fourth Committee was concerned. The
Committee must consider the fundamental question involved as soon as possible in order
to be able, should the circumstances require it, to refer the matter without delay to the Fourth
Committee, which would examine it from the financial point of view.

This proposal was adopted.

9. Question of Financial Assistance to States Victims of Aggression.
The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Acting Chairman of the Financial

Committee would be available on and after Thursday to assist in the discussion on financial
assistance in the event of aggression. It would not be possible to refer the matter, should
the circumstances require it, to the Second Committee until after this discussion had taken place.

This proposal was adopted.

10. Procedure.
The CHAIRMAN thought it was premature to appoint Rapporteurs at the present time,

but it would nevertheless assist the Bureau if proposals could be made at one of the next
meetings. The Chairman desired to know whether it was desirable to open a general discussion
of the problems submitted to the Committee as a whole before undertaking the examination
of the individual' questions on its agenda.
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M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) thought it desirable to do so with regard to the essential

points of the Committee's work, and particularly with regard to the question of the private

manufacture of munitions and implements of war and the work of the Preparatory Commission

for the Disarmament Conference.
It was decided to have a general discussion on the agenda as a whole.

11. General Discussion on the Agenda as a whole.

M. LANGE (Norway) apologised for being the first to speak, but pointed out that his country

had not had an opportunity of participating in the work of the Preparatory Commission.
His Government had instructed him to express its earnest desire that something should be

accomplished towards disarmament in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant. He had

noted with much satisfaction the speeches on this subject by statesmen so well qualified to

speak as M. Briand and Lord Cushendun.
He thought it would be a good plan to adopt as starting-point for this discussion the

Assembly resolution which in 1925 created the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament
Conference.

This Commission was characterised by the fact that it was both preparatory and technical.

In disarmament questions the technical aspect was of great importance and had not previously

been investigated. There was another idea - political this time - underlying the Assembly

resolution of 1925, namely, that the technical work should be carried out as quickly as possible

so that all might be ready at the right moment.
The 1928 Assembly was, he thought, called upon to take stock of the position and to see

whether the technical work could be regarded as satisfactory, whether anything had been

omitted, and whether the psychological moment was approaching. It was not without good

reason that, at the last two sessions of the Assembly, the Norwegian delegation had voted

for resolutions calling for an early meeting of the Disarmament Conference. The speaker

thought he had been one of the keenest in pressing forward this work, but it seemed to him

that the matter had not always been considered in its true light. The position with regard

to disarmament should, properly speaking, be considered in the light of political conceptions.

First of all, what did Article 8 of the Covenant say ? It provided - in fact, it required -

a reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the provisions

of the Covenant. He thought that the fundamental idea of this phrase was to prevent any

State possessing military, naval or other power which might constitute a threat against

peace or a temptation to such State to abuse this power if an opportunity offered. On these

grounds it was therefore necessary to examine the problem of disarmament, i.e., a political

and technical problem, simultaneously with the problem of security.
M. Lange considered that the Committee should congratulate itself on the work under-

taken by the Committee on Arbitration and Security under the chairmanship of M. Benes;

he would refrain from going into details, but would express the special satisfaction of his

delegation, first, that arbitration had been recognised as a factor in security, and, secondly,

that the Committee had taken a definite stand against the idea that more or less exclusive

groups could be admitted within the structure of the League. It had been unanimously
decided that the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance should not be directed

against any State whatsoever, for otherwise there would inevitably be a danger of reverting

to the old system ot alliances and opposing groups.
Coming to the question of the reduction of armaments properly so called, M. Lange

had to admit that the situation was much less satisfactory. It was here, if anywhere, that

the Assembly should give a new stimulus to the work of the Committee. M. Lange had been

careful to read all the Minutes of the Preparatory Commission. He paid a tribute to the

intellectual level of the discussions, but he felt that, from the moral, international and political

points of view, this level was really a very low one. If the public was one day told that it was

only technical difficulties that prevented Governments from fulfilling their obligations under

Article 8 of the Covenant, it was to be feared that they would conclude that there had been

a breach of faith. M. Lange felt that a warning of this kind by a small State with no ambitious

designs and outside all political groupings might have a certain value.
It should be laid down as a principle from the start that, in political questions, political

authorities must not be hindered or dominated by the technical services and military experts.

This principle should in particular be applied in connectic.i with the private manufacture

of arms. The conclusions of the Special Commission on this question were somewhat

discouraging, although no doubt it was of some value that very definite positions had been
taken up.

The conclusion of the Franco-British Agreement, to which M. Briand and Lord Cushendun

had referred, was a matter for congratulation. M. Lange was quite willing to believe that

this Agreement was inspired by a sincere desire to facilitate the work of the Preparatory
Commission, but it would be as well to dissipate any uneasiness on the subject. It would be

worth while, perhaps, to consider the possibility of getting other similar agreements concluded.
M. Lange agreed with M. Briand that it was incorrect to say that armaments have

increased since the war; nevertheless, the reductions so far effected were not sufficient to
inspire mutual confidence.

It was essential that the convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission should

leave no loophole for recommencing the competition in armaments. Apart from purely

technical provisions and in order to ensure their full effectiveness, it would, according to the

speaker, be essential to fix a definite maximum of armaments by means of a limitation of
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the expenditure on them Such a measure would have the triple advantage of reducing war
potential, of facilitating control and of providing a starting-point for a further reduction
of armaments.

M. Lange was also in favour of creating a Permanent Study Committee entrusted by the
League of Nations with the task of following the development of the armaments problem
from the political point of view. Both these suggestions had already been made, though
unsuccessfully, by the French delegation to the Preparatory Commission.

The Preparatory Commission should aim at drawing up a convention putting a very
definite check to the development of armaments. The military and naval organisation of
States was so closely associated with the conception ol the State itself that a long time would
elapse before it was possible to transfer this section of the political life of States from its
present chaotic position to a conventional basis. If two such steps forward could be made
in the course of the next two years, they might be considered as contributing a very happy
outcome of the efforts of the Commission.

The Third Committee should present a request to the Assembly for the Preparatory
Commission to resume its work. Certain factors seem to point to the possibility of a new
meeting of the Commission. In the first place, as M. Briand had stated, the international
atmosphere was better. In the second place, there was Locarno. In the north of Europe,
there was a system of arbitration treaties without reservations. In the centre of Europe,
Switzerland had concluded a series of all-in arbitration treaties with all her neighbours. Italy
and Germany had concluded a series of arbitration treaties with nearly all their neighbours.
Finally, there was the Briand-Kellogg Treaty. This treaty contained, it was true, disquieting
reservations, but the important point was that, in consequence of this treaty, the United
States had refrained from taking steps for an important increase to their fleet. The original
proposal had been to build seventy-one new ships. That number had been reduced to sixteen
and the Senate had subsequently decided not even to discuss the question again during that
session. Another encouraging fact was that, apart from the United States, two States which
were not Members of the League of Nations had participated in the work of the Preparatory
Commission.

The Committee should examine what new form of mandate it should give to the
Preparatory Commission for continuing its work. It was inconceivable that the desired
solution should be retarded by technical considerations. Considerations of peace and social
progress must come before all others.

M. D'OLIVEIRA (Portugal) said he was encouraged to speak by the example of his old
friend M. Lange, which took him back to the time when, at the Hague Conference in 1907,
he had entered by his side upon the great battle of compulsory arbitration, a recollection of
which he was proud. Although only partially successful, the result was at least to furnish
the foundations on which the League of Nations was building with encouraging success. He
also hoped for the approbation of his colleague, M. Fromageot, who, in company with M. Leon
Renault and M. Leon Bourgeois, had, despite many obstacles, helped to elaborate a draft
Convention for compulsory world arbitration; this project, which had been based on a proposal
made by the Portuguese delegation, did not secure complete unanimity at the Hague
Conference, but it had at least received the approval of an imposing majority, headed, as
now, by several of the leading liberal Powers of Europe.

The speaker noted with approval that considerable progress had been accomplished since
then in the matter of arbitration. The spirit of mockery had disappeared. At that time, some
of his witty colleagues used to refer to compulsory arbitration as contraband of peace. The
time was past when the venerable President of the Conference, despairing of the success of
his efforts, remarked in confidence to his friends that it was much easier to pacify two
belligerents than forty-five neutrals.

None the less, M. d'Oliveira felt that some grateful remembrance was due to the work
of The Hague, and he particularly desired to acquaint the Committee with the opinion of
his own country and to say that now, as formerly, Portugal would always be happy to be
in the forefront of those who were endeavouring to further the work of peace.

He did not dare to discuss in detail the complex question of the reduction of armaments;
Portugal was too slightly armed for her opinion to carry much weight in such matters. He
was content to add his appeals to those of M. Lange : that in this respect the League of Nations
should now make a definite step, however small, in the direction expected by public opinion,
and he asked his colleagues to concentrate on finding aformula affording a basis for real
hope that the delicate and complicated task that had occupied them so many years would
not be discontinued.

M. d'Oliveira wished also to signify his country's cordial and unreserved adhesion to the
model Conventions on arbitration and conciliation which it was suggested to propose to theGovernments. Portugal, who had endeavoured at The Hague to establish an obligatory
world arbitration treaty, was obviously ready to sign more modest undertakings.

Portugal had quite recently concluded arbitration treaties without reservations on the
Swiss and Scandinavian models with her great neighbour Spain, with France and also with
Belgium, whose African colonies were neighbours to those of Portugal, and formed with
them an economic association that should develop considerably in the future. Still better,
the Convention with Belgium had been concluded under the article of the Covenant which
names mutual respect for the territorial integrity of States as one of the bases of universal
peace. This is the first time that this formula has been included in an arbitration treaty.
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He saw from the models before him that it was admitted that certain countries might

not be prepared, even in the case of conciliation conventions, to sign even a general or world

convention. He hoped that any such hesitation would disappear, and that all the Members

of the League of Nations would shortly sign a general conciliation convention. Under these

conventions, conciliation would be more thoroughly and completely organised than under

the Covenant. Why could not all the Members of the League of Nations subscribe to a treaty

of that kind when all, or almost all, had signed or were about to sign the Paris Pact ?

In this connection, be referred to an idea expressed by Mr. Kellogg which he had seen

in an artie in a review adavocating conciliation in preference to arbitration as the truly effective

method for peacefully settling international disputes. Mr. Kellogg had raised objections

against the arbitration method which they might not share, but which, in view of their origin,,

must not be disregarded; on thoe contrary, he held that the method of conciliation was the

ideal one for the peaceful settlement of all international disputes.
In conclusion, he felt, at the moment when States had signed or were about to sign the

multilateral Pact for the Renunciation of War, that the time teseemed to be at hand when

they should at least sign general conciliation conventions. By so doing, they would give

further proof of their genuine desire to foster and consolidate the evolution of opinion which

was taking place in the world to-day with regard to peace methods.

12. Appointment of a Committee to act in Liaison with the First Committee.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee which was to act in liaison with the First

Committee should consist of M. Motta (Switzerland), M. Guerrero (Salvador) and M. Cassin

(France).

M. MOTTA (Switzerland), while thanking the Chairman, suggested that it would be

advisable to enlarge the Committee to include five or seven members.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that they were electing a Committee to act in concert

with representatives of the First Committee, which in all probability would not appoint

more than three members. It would, moreover, be advisable not to appoint too large a

Committee but he would be guided entirely by the decision of the Committee.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thought that the First Committee would appoint more than

three members and that, to avoid discrepancy between the number of representatives of the

Third Committee and that of the representatives of the First Committee, he suggested the

addition of two colleagues to those who had already been proposed by the Chairman.

M. SATO (Japan) supported M. Motta's proposal. He congratulated the Chairman on

the choice of the three colleagues he had appointed, all of whom were amply qualified to

carry out their appointed task; but there were other delegates besides who had taken.a

particularly active part in all the work of the Committee. From among these the two other

members of the Liaison Committee might with advantage be selected. He was not making

a definite proposal, but left the choice to the discretion of the esChairman.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) supported M. Motta's proposal, and expressed the desire that

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia) and M. Politis (Greece), whose presence appeared to him

ndispensable, should be appointed as members by the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN therefore proposed to the Committee that the Liaison Committee should

ibe composed of M. MOTTA, M. GUERRERO, M. CASSIN, M. BENES and M. POLITIS.

The proposal was adopted.

(The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m.)

THIRD MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, September 12th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

13. Communication by the Chairman of the First Committee coneerning the Liaison Committee.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that, in view of the fact that they had appointed

five members to examine certain questions with the First Committee, the Chairman of the

First Committee had informed him that M. GAUS (or M. VON SIMSON), M. Henri ROLINand

M. UNDRN had been appointed to co-operate with the Committee of Five.

14. General Discussion on the Agenda as a whole (Continuation).

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he thought that the report submitted to the Committee by

the Committee on Arbitration and Security was intimately connected with the reduction of

armaments. M. Lange's speech and those which had been delivered in the Assembly made it
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unnecessary for him to deal at length with this subject in the Committee, but, when the
Report on Security and Arbitration came to be discussed in the Assembly, he would be
obliged to speak.

It was quite comprehensible that so vast a task as the general reduction of armaments
could not be completed in one day; but they must not mark time. He had the impression that
at present they were marking time. Countries which were in an easy position with regard to
armaments might readily resign themselves to the slowness of this evolution, but not so the
countries which were now in a humiliating position on account of the unilateral disarmament
which had been forced upon them.

It had been rightly said that an atmosphere of confidence was essential for the League.
It was not sufficient to state this truth; an attempt should be made to bring about a situation
which would make tranquillity of mind possible. Such tranquillity of mind was impossible
in countries surrounded by armed States which endeavoured daily to increase their armaments.
M. Briand had spoken of France, but France's case was more or less unique, Hungary had
3,000 guns trained on her and was threatened by 500,000 men in arms, whereas she possessed
not one yard of strategic frontier and had no means of defending herself. That was a morally
intolerable situation. He would repeat the expression " intolerable ". The increasing bitterness
resulting from this situation made it necessary for him to be prudent in accepting the proposals
put forward and he wished to obtain some guarantee that this state of affairs would not
continue.

It was important that they should realise the connection between the progress which
might be made in the question of the reduction of armaments and the Report on Security
and Arbitration. Unfortunately, the acceptance of this report by the Assembly would probably
not carry the reduction of armaments much further. His pessimism was justified by the
report itself, which frankly admitted " that it was premature to attempt at present to establish
the connection which ought to exist between the Treaties of assistance and the limitation and
reduction of armaments". What, then, were they to say of all the other treaties which had
been submitted to the Committee if the Treaties of mutual assistance could not be connected
with the question of disarmament ? He strongly desired to see a speeding up of the movement
towards the reduction of armaments, but he did not feel himself morally bound to accept
without criticism all that was connected with this subject, since the report itself was pessimistic
on that very point.

It was a known fact that the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security was
connected with the problem of the reduction of armaments. When the Protocol was being
prepared in 1924, the object had been to provide States with security so that they might then
proceed to disarm. The Protocol had failed, and they had endeavoured to establish in its
place a series of regional conventions providing, one after another, the guarantees of security
which the Protocol would have given immediately to the whole world. The present situation
- and this reflection was not inspired by exaggerated national self-esteem or unhealthy
emotionalism - was that, although under the Locarno Treaties the West of Europe had
already taken a step forward which they would like to see imitated by all, the same was not
the case in Central Europe. Hungary was very intimately concerned in this question and
indeed had often been in the minds of speakers in the course of the discussion; he was
surprised that they had not thought fit to ask her to participate in the preliminary work
connected with the solution of the problem, whereas three neighbouring States had been
represented. Hungary would have availed herself of this occasion to point out the special
difficulties of her case, and possibly, by defining these obstacles, she might have indicated the
means to overcome them. However, there the matter stood.

He desired to pay a tribute to the work accomplished by the Committee on Arbitration
and Security; he would be obliged to submit a few objections on various points of detail,
but thought that the results obtained were noteworthy and, from a technical point of view,
merited the admiration and approval of the Committee.

But it was not there that the difficulties lay. If they came to look at the conditions under
which Hungary would be called upon to conclude conventions with her neighbours, they would
see that this was not mainly a question of legal formulae. Certain elements of discord and
misunderstanding, some of them already existing and others to be feared, would have to be
analysed, and they would have to reach an agreement on certain questions before they could
attempt, with any hope of success, to elaborate the proposed formula. He reserved the
right to address the Assembly itself on this point. Only after certain preliminary
arrangements had been reached could the model agreements proposed acquire full force;
until then, they would be nothing more than empty words.

One step could, however, be taken and the Hungarian Government was anxious to help,
as far as it could, to establish that atmosphere of security which the world required. It would
sign the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International
Justice, for five years, without any other reservations than those of reciprocity and
ratification, which were already implied, this being beyond all doubt. Hungary felt, therefore,
that she had given to the principle of arbitration all she could give, and hoped that the
neighbouring States would do the same. Thus, in the legal sphere, all that the report required,
and even more, would be achieved.

With regard to conciliation, he thought the Covenant was sufficient. The Committee
on Arbitration and Security had hoped to satisfy all needs by submitting its model
conventions; he thought, however, that the Committee had not taken into consideration the
situation of States which would be perfectly prepared to conclude treaties of arbitration,

2.
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but would be unable to sign treaties of conciliation going beyond the provisions of the
Covenant.

These were the observations he had felt obliged to submit to the Committee; he requested
the Committee to note that, if he reserved entire freedom to intervene later as the discussion
developed, that did not mean that he desired to place any obstacle in the way of the acceptance
of these model treaties. His attitude would be determined by events. For instance, a few
explanations would be necessary when they came to discuss the proposed resolution concerning
the good offices of the Council.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that it had not been his intention to speak at this
stage, for he had hoped first of all to obtain information on a point of special interest to
him, that is, whether and, if so, in what way, they intended to give emphatic instructions to
the Preparatory Commission and to the Special Commission on the Manufacture of Arms to
go on with their work. He hoped that later in the debate a reply would be forthcoming to
the question.

With regard to the question of disarmament, he now merely wished to recall that part of
the German Chancellor's speech to the Assembly which contained, not the programme of a
party, but the programme of the last three Governments which he (the speaker) had had the
honour of representing on the Preparatory Commission and on the Third Committee since the
admission of Germany into the League of Nations. That programme, he went on to say, had
the support of an overwhelming majority of the German nation. The part of the Chancellor's
speech to which he referred was as follows:

" Germany has never intended to put forward an unattainable maximum in her
demands. From the beginning, she agreed to the idea that the problem should be solved
progressively and by stages. The resolution of the previous year, as well as the
resolution of 1926, which it strengthened, gave a clear and definite statement of the
premises necessary to accomplish the first stage. This first stage could and must mean
a material reduction in the present quantity of armaments and that reduction should
cover all the elements of military, naval and air armaments. That stage should also
include a guarantee for full and entire publication of all sorts of armaments. He urged
the Assembly, therefore, to decide definitely to convene a first Disarmament Conference
in order that it could take measures immediately to complete the technical work of the
Preparatory Commission."

If, in the course of the debate, it became evident that there was no intention of giving
emphatic instructions to the Preparatory Commission, he would then probably submit certain
resolutions to the Committee. There would, moreover, be opportunities of reverting later
to other details of the question of disarmament.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) wished to make two observations on Count Apponyi's speech.
Count Apponyi had quoted, from the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security,
a passage dealing with the connection between Treaties of mutual assistance and the question
of disarmament, and he had drawn from the passage a conclusion which was wholly at variance
with the idea pervading the debates of that Committee. The passage quoted had been
inserted with the intention of emphasising the very clear and well-defined connection between
the work of the Committee and the Treaties of mutual assistance. This was clearly shown in
the Minutes of the debates, for the intention was obviously to emphasise the advisability of
including that question in the scheme for the reduction in armaments. After the discussion,
there was general agreement that it would be premature to deal with special points and that
it would be better to keep to general questions. It was at the request of the German delegate
that no attempt was made to define these ideas more precisely. He went on to say that
there was no justification, therefore, for drawing from the paragraph referred to any pessimistic
conclusion whatever, and he wished to emphasise that point so as to obviate any possibility
of misunderstanding.

He also desired to make a further remark on another subject, although he would not
have done so if the Hungarian delegate had not referred to the situation in Central Europe 
a matter which also particularly concerned his own country. He wished to say that, when
the arbitration and security treaties had been discussed, no special area had been mentioned.
In the League of Nations, questions were dealt with from a universal point of view, and they
endeavoured to find general arrangements which would be applicable everywhere. When
any special situation arose, an attempt was made to apply, as far as possible, principles of
universality and equality. There was no doubt that in some parts of Europe certain
preliminary arrangements were necessary before a general agreement could be reached, but
he was convinced that the difficulties mentioned by Count Apponyi were not of an insuperable
kind, provided they were approached with goodwill and in the spirit of the League of Nations.
He therefore remained quite optimistic in spite of everything.

M. POLITIS (Greece) desired to remove a misapprehension which had, he thought, arisen
from Count Apponyi's quotation of the following sentence, from the final report of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security, concerning the work carried out during its three
sessions:

" It is premature to attempt at present to establish the connection which ought
to exist between the Treaties of mutual assistance and the limitation and reduction of
armaments. "
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This sentence did, indeed, appear to justify the misgivings expressed by Count Apponyi.
It might give rise to the idea that the Committee on Arbitration and Security was not very sure
whether the conclusion of Treaties of mutual assistance would have any effect on the realisation
of the great reform for which they were striving - the reduction and limitation of
armaments.

There were, as a matter of fact, two kinds of connection between the work of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security and the question of disarmament. The first was
fundamental and constitutional. The Committee on Arbitration and Security had in fact'
been appointed to discover further guarantees of security which would facilitate the work
of disarmament. The other connection was accidental. In 1923, the draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance and, in 1924, the Geneva Protocol had already established an intimate connection
between a State's right to claim assistance and the execution by the said State of obligations
assumed by it to reduce and limit armaments.

The speaker recalled the fact that, in the Memorandum which he had that year submitted
to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, he had made the following statement on the
subject:

" Connection between Regional Pacts and Disarmament. - The idea of such a
connection has formed the basis of the League's work on security. It is to be found
in the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923 (Article 2) and in the Geneva Protocol
(Articles 7, 8 and 21, paragraphs 5-8).

"It might be well to consider whether it should not be taken up again in the model
security treaties, which are designed for the very purpose of facilitating and preparing
for a general agreement on the reduction and limitation of armaments.

"A contracting party which was the victim of unprovoked aggression would be
entitled to the promised assistance only on condition that it had conformed to the general
plan framed by the League of Nations for the reduction of armaments."

These two connections - the one constitutional, the other occasional - were completely
different. It was the second that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had regarded
as premature. There had been no question of this in the case of the first.

After having given this necessary explanation, he desired to reply to an argument put
forward by Count Apponyi. The latter was of opinion that, in order to conclude regional
agreements between neighbours, it was necessary first of all to settle a number of questions
which might separate the parties to the probable agreement. On the other hand, the speaker
thought that the conclusion of a Treaty of mutual assistance and non-aggression would only
facilitate the solution of such questions by strengthening the feeling of confidence and the
good neighbourly relations existing between the contracting parties. If the conclusion of
such treaties - which he thought indispensable if serious progress in disarmament was to be
made - were to be delayed until all the difficulties had been removed, it was to be feared that
there would be some time to wait. The work of disarmament would accordingly receive a
set-back which would not be attributable to those who asked for guarantees of security before
limiting their national forces.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) thanked M. Politis for his statements, but he feared that,
in trying to remove one misunderstanding, M. Politis had created another.

M. Politis had just said that, in the view of the Committee on Arbitration and Security,
the reduction of armaments was conditional upon the conclusion of Treaties of non-aggression
and of mutual assistance.

He wished to recall the point of view of his Government, which he had always upheld,
i.e., that the degree of security afforded by the Covenant itself was sufficient to allow of
the reduction of armaments. This security might be strengthened in many ways and,
in particular, by arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual assistance. Such con-
ventions and treaties could, however, only be concluded in a certain political atmosphere
which did not always exist. But on the basis of the security already existing, certain
reductions in armaments might be effected.

M, SATO (Japan) desired to give certain particulars as to his country's armaments.
In 1914, there was a land army of about 300,000 men. Immediately after the world war, the
Japanese Government, acting on its own initiative and supported by public opinion, reduced
its effectives. At the present moment, the Japanese army consisted of not more than 200,000
men. For a country which consisted of many islands situated at a considerable distance
from each other and which had a population of 80 millions, this figure was certainly not
excessive.

As regards naval armaments, the Japanese Government had signed the Washington
Treaty for the limitation of capital ships and aircraft-carriers of large size, and had faithfully
carried out this treaty. As to the limitation and reduction of auxiliary ships, he would recall
his country's attitude last year at the Geneva Naval Conference.

He had referred to these facts because he wished to convince the Committee that there was
no ulterior motive in what he was going to say and that the Japanese Government sincerely
desired an equitable limitation of armaments as soon as possible.

M. Lange yesterday expressed the opinion that the reduction of armaments could not
be brought about by the stroke of a magic wand, but they must be content with a limitation
to start with. The Japanese delegation was entirely of this opinion. It was no use attempting
the impossible; they must be wise and progress by slow and sure stages. The main thing was
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to. achieve practical results, and if they could shortly come to agreement for limiting the
armaments of each country to the minimum compatible with national security, this would
already be an appreciable step. In a few years it might perhaps be possible to convene a
second Conference to follow up this first move.

During the period which would elapse between these two Conferences it would no doubt
be advisable, as M. Lange suggested, to set up a permanent committee to study the question
of armaments in every country.

The same method of progressive realisation might be applied to the supervision of the
manufacture of arms and ammunition and implements of war. Whatever had been said on
the subject, the results already obtained by the Special Commission on the Manufacture of
Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War were fairly important, and the main differences
of opinion which had existed up to the last meeting haQ been removed. Here, as in the
question of disarmament, it was necessary to be satisfied at first with modest but practical
results, leaving to the future the task of completing the work in gradual stages.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) said he had been induced to rise by M. Sato's remarks on the
private manufacture of arms. He did not think that the question of the reduction and
limitation of armaments should be left to the Powers most directly interested, for this question,
like peace, was of general interest; the delegates of the smaller countries must be given the
chance of contributing their humble share to this great work. They need not give way to
pessimism on this point. There was a direct relation between the reduction of armaments
and arbitration and security, and that was the reason why last year a Committee was appointed
to consider these last two questions. They must await the various Governments' reception
of that Committee's proposals in order to see what could be done next in the way of a
limitation of armaments.

M. Sato ascribed equal importance to the question of the private manufacture of arms
and that of the limitation of armaments, but if the latter was a complex matter and they
were bound to go slowly, the former was much easier of solution. They already had an
obligation in the Covenant of the League under Article 8, and a further obligation assumed
when the Convention on the International Trade in Arms was concluded. A Committee was
appointed to prepare a draft convention. At its first session it was agreed that supervision
by licence should be established for the private manufacture of arms, and that certain
information should be published relating to the number, weight and value of all the
implements of war manufactured by private concerns and Government arsenals. They would
surely be justified in asking for this information.

A few days ago, they had met again with the object of preparing a single draft, but they
had then found themselves faced with insuperable obstacles. Certain Powers would not
consent to the publication of anything more than the value of war material. This item by
itself, however, was practically useless, for the value might be reckoned in different ways;
it might be either the cost price or the market price. He thought that they had taken a
retrograde step. The Special Commission had found itself in the position of having to present
a really pessimistic report, and the speaker wondered what was to happen now. Were they
to report to the Assembly that they could not agree, and that there were fundamental
differences between the various points of view ? The question had long been under
consideration and there were a whole series of very definite Council and Assembly resolutions
concerning it. They could not set about convening an international conference unless there
was a hope of it being a success. The public would be discouraged if, after so long, it was told
that agreement was impossible. Accordingly, the speaker felt he must appeal to those
Powers which had opposed the contemplated agreement in the Special Commission, and beg
them to take a step forward so -that it might be possible to submit a new draft convention.
With this in view, he had ventured to propose a draft resolution to the Assembly.

Count APPONYI (Hungary) felt bound to make some comments on the last speech.
M. Guerrero had said that the Members of the League were bound, in regard to the general
reduction of armaments, by the obligation embodied in Article 8 of the Covenant; that was
true, but there was also an obligation under the Peace Treaties. These were imposed upon
the vanquished countries as a transitional measure -- a unilateral disarmament to facilitate
general disarmament. This obligation applied to all signatories of the Treaties. In spite
of the distressed condition to which Hungary was reduced, she would not have signed a treaty
which imposed permanently her present humiliating situation, that of a disarmed nation
surrounded by armed nations. She had only signed because it had been a question of a
transitional measure.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) felt that it was more expedient for him to wait until they
came to discuss the definite points on the Committee's agenda. The French delegation had
definite views and he reserved his right to bring before the Assembly such reflections as might
suggest themselves to him on the subject of the resolutions for the reduction of armaments
which the Committee would certainly submit. He would take that opportunity of saying
what he thought, not only of the present state of affairs with regard to disarmament, but also
of the hopes and fears to which it might give rise. At any rate, he would justify the consistent
position which the French delegation had taken up throughout the work.

The speaker wished, however, to say at once that he was almost painfully anxious that
they should reach what must be a practical outcome of the year's work Whatever the value
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and necessity of that work, it would be summed up in a date. On this point he was in full
agreement with the delegate of Germany, a fact which must not surprise that gentleman, since
it had already happened before, as Count Bernstorff himself had observed with some solemnity
at the March session, and it would happen again. The main thing was that they should fix
the date when the Preparatory Commission was to meet, and that this time it should be the
right meeting.

Count Bernstorff had spoken of an imperative resolution, but perhaps this expression was
hardly suitable in the relations of the Third Committee and the Preparatory Commission.
It would be well for the Third Committee simply to make a recommendation. That did not
mean that, fundamentally, hewas not inagreement with the German delegate; he wished that
the recommendation should be so clear and express so unanimous a desire that the President
of the Preparatory Commission, who alone was authorised to fix the date, would certainly
take account of it. Only they must, so far as possible, be assured of a successful issue. It
was impossible to go on trying the patience of the public as hitherto, and so important a
Commission could not meet this time without accomplishing what was its real object, and
moreover its only object, namely, to pave the way for the Conference by drawing up a
preliminary draft convention. It was extremely desirable that this draft should be framed
at the next session and that the session should be held at a very early date.

While desirous, by his own abstention, to help the Committee to get through its work
quickly, the speaker felt bound to tell them what he thought of certain opinions expressed
during the discussion. The one which had most struck him, for it concerned a deep conviction
of his own as well as the consistent position of the French delegation, was that put forward
by Count Apponyi.

The French delegate had thought it best to leave the answer to those members of the
Committee best qualified to give it, namely, M. Benes and M. Politis, Chairman and Rapporteur
of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. They had replied so clearly to Count Apponyi
that there would be no doubt left in his mind as -to the real meaning of the passage that had
alarmed him. If that passage had had the meaning which the Hungarian delegate seemed
to attribute to it, the speaker would not have approved the report, but - and his recollection
of that point had been refreshed by the previous speakers - the intention of the passage
complained of had been, on the contrary, to create the necessary link between security and
the reduction of armaments.

M. von Simson, the degate of Germany, need not be afraid that this would in any way
alter the programme before the Committee, which was to accomplish the first stage, and that
still remained the same.

It was probably futile to renew the same old controversies at each meeting. The
delegates' conceptions of the relation between security and the reduction of armaments
varied. Anyone with a good memory who constantly attended the Committee's meetings
could guess what each one of them was going to say before he spoke. But action dominated
these controversies, and it was action that led to results. " In the beginning was action ",
and, far more than theory, it was action that reconciled conflicting views and made
fulfilment possible. The French delegation in 1925 had taken the initiative in instituting
the Preparatory Commission, and in so doing it was true to its conceptions. The Covenant,
though it had created a favourable atmosphere, had not appeared to be precise enough to
bring about disarmament. The Protocol was intended to provide the necessary clearness.
But in 1925 it was set aside - for the time being only, that was certain - and the speaker
would never cease fighting for it. The Locarno Agreements, then on the point of conclusion,
were destined to apply the principle of the Protocol to a considerable area of Europe and
show the connection between security and the reduction of armaments. The preparatory
work for disarmament had begun on the basis of the Locarno articles and the reduction of
armaments already imposed on certain countries by the Treaties of Peace.

They must not, then, the speaker concluded, juggle with words. Even now, while they
were seeking a fresh guarantee of security, a partial reduction of armaments should be made
on the basis of the partial security at present existing. In the light of that statement, Count
Apponyi might judge whether those who had approved the passage which had momentarily
alarmed him had ever thought of giving it the meaning attributed to it by the delegate of
Hungary.

The work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security had one great advantage:
it had indicated the wise method which had been adopted, a method which one of the most
passionate adherents and oldest protagonists of the reduction of armaments, M. Lange, had
unconditionally approved in a very fine speech. This method was to proceed gradually
and by stages, and, indeed, no other method was possible. The French delegate recalled,
moreover, that Count Bernstorff, in his turn, had declared that his own country took the same
view. This proved that, notwithstanding all theoretical differences, a practical ground could
be found where it was possible to work in common and, false humility apart, the men who
drafted the various model treaties could boast of having done useful work.

It was true that all the work had been on paper, but when the papers had been approved
by the Assembly, they would pass into the sphere of politics. Then, perhaps, the delegate
of France might find himself opposed to Count Apponyi when it came to the question of the
good offices of the Council. For the authors of the drafts in question had not the slightest
intention of allowing them to lie useless in any archives or in any library, however fine. By
their efforts the authors of these drafts would have helped to clear and strengthen the
atmosphere of security -- relative only, but real all the same - which even now existed. And
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this beginning would make it possible to achieve successful results on the definite lines laid
down and prepare the way for the next stages.

There must be a first stage, however, and for the time being he was concentrating only
on that. But his ideas on the subject might be more seasonable and more clearly developed
when the actual work of disarmament came up for discussion; then, perhaps, he would have
some further remarks to make. He had only wished on the present occasion to tell them
what he felt about certain statements which had been made in the Committee.

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire) expressed doubt as to the wisdom of fixing a definite
date for the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission. Hle felt compelled to disagree
with M. Paul-Boncour on that point, because it created a bad impression when that
Commission met merely to adjourn after a short sitting, and it inevitably gave to the outside
world the impression of some want of eagerness or of capacity on the part of those engaged
in the work. Ie could not believe that any member of the Third Committee harboured any
real suspicion that the members of the Preparatory Commission were deliberately delaying
the work, and, this being so, he could see no possible objection to leaving to the discretion of
the President the decision as to the time when the work should proceed.

He desired to remind his hearers that the present adjournment took place on the motion
of te thetreprehentative of the United States, who was acting in the best possible spirit, and who
pointed out that, if a meeting was fixed for May 1st, or October 1st, the various Governments
must bring their experts to Geneva, some of them having to make a very long journey, and if,
on arriving, they found that, owing to the difficulty of reaching an agreement on some point,
it was necessary to adjourn, all their labour and their expense incurred would be practically
thrown away.

The question of an agreement upon international disarmament was, as he had endeavoured
to show in the plenary session, beset with very serious difficulties. Those who had had
experience of committee work knew how difficult it was to get a large measure of agreement
between a number of different minds, even when those concerned were of one nationality and
were dealing with matters of comparatively minor importance. How much more difficult
must it be, thereforeo, when the Committee consisted of repreesentatives of a number of different
nations and dealt with matters of vital importance to the nations concerned. To his mind, no
surprise ought to be felt that a complete agreement had not yet been arrived at. On the
contrary, it appeared to him perfectly miraculous in the circumstances that so large. a measure
of agreement had been achieved. He wished to implore the Committee not to despair, not to
display impatience, and, above all, to take no step which could be construed as implying want
of good faith on the part of those who were endeavouring to do the work.

It was well known that one of the main difficulties with which the work had been
confronted was a difficulty between the French and British Governments over the principle
underlying disarmament at sea. As soon as that divergence of view became apparent, the
two countries tried to reconcile their differences. In view of some recent public criticism, he
desired to emphasise why it was that those two Governments had endeavoured to agree. All
sorts of ulterior motives had been attributed to both parties, but this simply showed that the
critics had not considered that that endeavour to reach agreement had arisen out of the work
of the Preparatory Commission. The documents selected as the basis of its discussion were
two draft conventions, one brought forward by -the British Government and the other by the
French Government, and the discussion endeavoured to produce an agreed text from the two
rival drafts, both of which had found a certain amount of support, and that explained why
the British and the French Governments were those which got into negotiation. If those
Governments were wrong in that procedure, he would like someone to teli him by what other
methods they could proceed. The discussions in the the Commissions as a whole had not resulted
in an agreement. The whole work had been held up and delays caused because in open
discussion they had not been able to agree upon a text. Therefore, in spite of all that had
been said, he could not imagine by what better method they could have proceeded than that
of trying to reconcile their views with the French. It had had a certain measure of success
up to the present. They had got their experts into consultation on each side and they
hammered out the points on-which there was a difference of opinion to see whether there was
room for concession. A spirit of conciliation had been shown, with the result that they arrived
at a compromise. It did not, of course, fully represent the views of both parties, since one
side could not expect, when there were were divergent views of that sort, to get all its own way.
The British had given up something and the French Government had given up something,
and they arrived at a perfectly amicable settlement on that particular point. It would be
necessary, of course, to submit it to all other parties concerned, but unfortunately
intimations had reached them that the compromise arrived at might be extremely distasteful
to some of the other parties concerned who were just as well entitled to have their opinions
represented. Therefore, although the accord with the French had certainly given them a
large step forward, he would be too bold if he were to pronounce at the present moment that
all difficulty was at an end and that, if they were called upon to settle a definite date for their
next meeting, they would be able to go straight forward and sign an agreed convention.

On the question of date, there were certain considerations which he wished to submit to
the Committee. They might, if they followed the impatience expressed in the public Press,
feel disposed to say : " Well, this Preparatory Commission had been dilly-dallying and has not
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done anything very much yet; let us fix an early date October, November or December ";

but he wished to remind the Committee that all the work they did there was unavoidably

connected in some way with domestic politics in the countries they represented. Two

countries had recently gone through the disturbing factors of a General Election - Germany

and France-and other countries had elections coming on. Those sorts of events could notbe

safely left altogether out of account when considering a Conference between representatives
of all the nations called upon to deal with matters of vital national interest. They were not

matters he wished to discuss, but he thought that a wise President of a Commission like

the Preparatory Commission would not be likely to leave them out of account, and probably

he would be able to get information from various sources which would enable him to choose a

prudent moment for the continuation of their work. Therefore, whilst he entirely agreed with

M. Paul-Boncour in spirit (he was entirely in favour of a resumption of their work at the

eailiest possible moment), he had not enough information to say when he thought that moment

should be, and he strongly deprecated the idea of fixing a definite date in that Committee

where they had not the necessary information to enable them to judge of the most prudent

moment.
With regard to the larger and more general question of disarmament, he had expressed

his views on this subject at some length the previous day in the plenary session of the Assembly,

and had not much to add. He had pointed out that the British Government, altogether

outside the work of the Preparatory Commission, had already of its own motion carried out

a very considerable measure of disarmament since the formation of the League, and that

process was going on. There was no Government which, from every point of view, was more

sincerely anxious to carry out to the greatest possible extent consistent with the conditions

laid down in the Covenant itself the process of disarmament than the British Government.

In England it was a byword that peace was their greatest interest. There certainly was no

country in the world whose material interests were more damaged by war, or even menaced

by the very thought of war, than. were the great commercial interests which the British

Government had under its charge. Therefore, altogether apart from the question of ideals,

which were higher than any material interests, from a mere selfish standpoint of material,

commercial and financial interests, there was no nation which would make greater sacrifices

or greater efforts to avoid the abomination of war than the Government he represented.

He would, however, be extremely sorry to represent his Government as moved exclusively, or

even mainly, by material considerations. His Government recognised as clearly as any

nation represented at Geneva the great moral force of the world which was moving in the

direction of the outlawing and denunciation of war and the establishment of peace as the

normal conditions. They recognised that as a great moral duty, and whether the actual

work of the Preparatory Commission reached its fulfilment in the month of January,

February or March, or whenever it might be, it was a matter to him of comparatively minor

importance, since he knew that, whether armaments were more limited or less for the

moment, war was every day becoming more unthinkable than it had ever been before among

the civilised nations represented there.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) asked M. Guerrero to explain the draft resolution alluded

to, as he did not know it.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a reference to the document in question would be found

under Item III of the Committee's agenda.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that he wished to make a few observations, based on

facts, to the Committee.
Several members had passed severe and pessimistic judgment on the work carried out

during the year in the matter of disarmament, but he himself thought that they could record

real progress in this sphere. Since the Assembly had recognised that disarmament was

bound up with security, it must be admitted that the work carried out in framing Treaties

of non-aggression, conciliation and arbitration had been of considerable value to the

Committee, and was therefore a source of satisfaction.
Moreover, the Preparatory Commission itself had exhaustively studied the problem of

disarmament. Now, for a question to be solved, it had first to be carefully considered and

the difficulties involved in it appreciated. The Committee now had before it a definite

draft and it knew what the various Governments thought of the suggestions on which it had

been found impossible to reach a unanimous agreement.
He thought that, if progress was to be made, it would be wise to be content with

incomplete results; these might be improved later.
In order to succeed, two equally dangerous tendencies must be guarded against - the

desire to obtain complete success immediately, and the desire to remove all difficulties by

solutions of the problem which, while appearing very simple, nevertheless had great
disadvantages.

The Italian delegation was prepared to accept forthwith any reductions which might be

thought desirable, but on condition that these reductions would lead to a levelling of

armaments, for this would increase the feeling of security in every country.

He agreed with the resolutions proposed by the Committee on Arbitration and Security,

subject to any amendments which might be subsequently introduced as a result of legal

examination.
With regard to the meeting of the Preparatory Commission, it was to be hoped that it

might be fixed for an early date, but he shared the fears of Lord Cushendun that the



24 

Commission might find itself confronted by the same difficulties which had prevented
agreement being reached at the last session. It was for this reason that he considered
that the Commission should not be convened until agreement had been reached regarding
the serious divergences of opinion still existing, and that it should be left to the President
to convene the Commission when he considered it desirable.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said that he wished to express the satisfaction of the Spanish
delegation in participating in the work of the Committee after two years' absence.

He thought that the determination to secure peace had been steadily growing in the
various countries and that real progress had been made in moral disarmament. It was
certainly more difficult to achieve the same progress materially, but it seemed that every
day a step was made towards the goal in view.

He wished to assure the Committee of the modest but loyal co-operation of the Spanish
delegation.

(The general discussion was closed.)

15. Agenda of the following Meeting.

The CHAIRMAN proposed the following agenda for the next meeting:

Communications of the League of Nations in Times of Emergency: Establishment
of a Radio-telegraphic Station.

Appointment of Rapporteurs.
Examination of Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant (Memorandum by M. Rutgers).
Draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms.

The proposal was adopted.
(The Committee rose at 6.40 p.m.)

FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 13th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman : Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

16. Letter from the Chairman of the Fourth Committee.

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter from the Chairman of the Fourth Committee:

" I have the honour to inform you that the Fourth Committee, at its fourth meeting,
held on Wednesday, September 12th, adopted the following resolution:

"' The Fourth Committee, having examined the draft budget for 1929 and
noted the rapid increase in the credits demanded, which at present represents
about 9 per cent as compared with the 1928 budget, draws the special attention
of the other Assembly Committees to this position at the moment when they are
about to consider the work contemplated for the League, and asks them to bear
in mind the necessity for a reasonable limitation of the expenditure of the League.

"'Similarly, the Fourth Committee requests the other Committees to revise
the programme of Conferences for which provision is made for 1929 and to limit
them to those which cannot be postponed till 1930 and, more generally, to examine
especially the budgets of the Economic Organisation and the Transit Organisation,
of the opium and humanitarian activities and of codification of international law,
and to make proposals for restricting expenditure, and to suggest any other direction
in which economy can be effected, taking account particularly of the effect that the
new tasks may have on the increase of the permanent staff. "

The Chairman added that, with regard to the reduction of armaments item, the budget
for the ensuing year showed a slight decrease, and that the estimates for forthcoming
conferences were the same as in previous years.

17. Communications of the League in Times of Emergency: Establishment of a Radio-
Telegraphic Station: Constitution of a Committee.

The CHAIRMAN reminded members of the Committee that they had received a number
of documents on this question. The first thing to do, he thought, was to consider whether
it was desirable that such a station should be established in order to ensure direct and
continuous communication with other countries; after which they should examine the various
suggested methods of carrying the proposal into effect.
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He observed that M. Haas, Chief of the Transit Section of the Secretariat, would be
ready to furnish the Committee with any technical details that might be desired.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) regretted that pressure of 'work had prevented him from
submitting a report, as he would have liked to do. He hoped to be able to give in a few
words an outline of the problem as the Swiss Government saw it. The idea at the bottom
of the whole question was that it was desirable that the League should have a wireless
telegraph station at Geneva in times of emergency. The Committee on Arbitration and
Security had urged that this was necessary, and the necessity had not been questioned.
In point of fact, it was important only in times of emergency, and there were two possible
solutions. On one theory, if the League was to have a station in times of emergency, it
must have one in ordinary times; on the other theory, on which the Swiss Government had
been working, the station would be established by the Swiss Confederation, which would
operate it in ordinary times and would transfer it to the sole control of the League of Nations
when necessary, under certain safeguards which he was about to mention.

A technical discussion would be out of place, and in any case he was not competent
to enter upon it. He had secured the assistance of the Swiss Director-General of Posts
and Telegraphs, who would be able to furnish the Committee with any necessary explanations.

There existed two fundamental facts which he d'id not think anybody could call in
question. The first was that, if the League wished to build the station itself, a very
considerable outlay would be entailed. They would need a medium-wave transmitting
station for Europe, and two short-wave stations - one for communications with the Far
East and the other for communications with South America. Such a station would cost
about two million Swiss francs to build.

If, on the other hand, the station were operated by the Confederation or by the Societe
Radio-Suisse, in which the Confederation had a controlling interest, working expenses would
certainly be considerable, and would have to be borne in part by the League, since the station
would have been built chiefly for the League's benefit; but the cost to the League of a
station of its own would be at least twice as much - experts had mentioned a figure
of 400,000 francs per annum - and, of course, that figure would have to appear in the budget
year after year.

If the station were operated in ordinary times by the Societe Radio-Suisse, it would
be in a state of efficiency if ever an emergency arose; but emergencies were exceptional, and
the League's traffic in ordinary times would not be very great (for obviously Switzerland
could not transfer to it some of her own ordinary traffic), so that, if the League itself operated
the station, the latter might not prove to be efficient when it was wanted. Thus, both
financially and technically, the Swiss Government's solution was in harmony with the plain
interests of the League.

The Federal Government had made this proposal as a testimony of its desire to aid the
League to achieve its high purposes, and he hoped that anybody who wished to discuss the
question would bear that fact in mind. He made that remark because he was now about
to touch upon a much more delicate aspect of the question, on which he trusted nobody
would disagree with him. He owed it to himself to explain his attitude frankly and honestly.

The erection of a wireless telegraph station, whether independent, or Swiss and placed
under League control in times of emergency, raised a delicate political problem for the
Confederation. Every country was to some extent responsible for what went on in its
territory, and that principle applied just as much to a wireless station as to any other
premises coming under the territorial sovereignty of a State. It was therefore by no means
unimportant to the Swiss Government to know under what conditions the station would
operate. There were also motives connected with national defence and with the international
status of the Confederation, whose perpetual neutrality had been once more defined and
established in February 1920 by a solemn declaration on the part of the Council of the
League.

Keeping all eventualities in mind, the Federal Government had necessarily felt some
hesitation, and it had raised an initial problem as to which there could be no kind of doubt.
The League buildings, the projected wireless station, and everything directly or indirectly
connected with the League's work which was attached to Swiss soil were thereby a portion
of the national property, subject, of course, to the restrictions laid down by international
law. The police or military protection of the League premises was a matter for Switzerland.
He desired to point out that it was she herself who took the responsibility for providing
protection, with her own resources, which she considered adequate, for the buildings of the
League, and would consequently also be responsible for protecting the wireless station.
She could not consent to her soil being defended by any other than Swiss forces; here
honour was at stake and she could not forgo the responsibility.

In times of emergency, however, it was possible that things might happen at the wireless
station of which it would be vitally important for the Confederation to have knowledge,
and the Confederation could see only one way of avoiding collision or contradiction. That
was that the League and the Confederation should display their confidence in each other by
treating each other with the utmost respect and the most perfect understanding.

Hence the Confederation had asked, and still asked, that in times of crisis she should
have an observer at Geneva attached to the wireless telegraph station. This was a requirement
on which she must insist - he excused himself for such categorical language, but they
expressed his Government's intentions, which were in accordance with law and justice.
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Naturally, the Federal Government had no intention of abusing this situation in any
way, but it desired to have at Geneva an observer, a liaison officer, a commissioner of the
Swiss Government - call it what you will, the thing itself was what mattered. The
Confederation did not claim to have a right of veto, but it wished to know what was
happening, because the vital interests of the country might be involved.

Further, he continued, the Confederation, asked the League of Nations to safeguard
it in the following circumstances. Although the League of Nations would be acting in
entire good faith, it was possible that the activity of the wireless telegraph station would
not be in all respects in harmony with the duties which, in the Federal Council's opinion,
were incumbent on the Swiss State, and it was also possible that the country which was in
conflict with the League of Nations or the States composing it might draw conclusions from
the wireless station's activity involving Switzerland's international responsibility.

Switzerland therefore asked that, for the peace of mind of her Government and her
people, it should be solemnly and unanimously acknowledged and declared that the activity
of the telegraphic station in times of emergency should not be imputed to the Confederation
as involving its international responsibility.

The fundamentals of the problem being thus laid down, the speaker hoped that it would
be recognised that, in making this offer, the Swiss Government had desired to perform an
act of co-operation with and friendliness towards the League of Nations. He thought it
would be in the League's interest to declare that in principle the installation of a wireless
telegraphic station at Geneva by the Confederation was considered useful, its operation
being entrusted in normal times to the Swiss Administration, formally recognised and with
very liberal rights of priority for the League of Nations, while in times of emergency this
operation would pass directly into the hands of the League of Nations, subject to the
conditions which he had just outlined.

In conclusion, he expressed the hope that a discussion on this subject would follow.
The Committee might appoint a special committee to make a preliminary study or else, if
it had been sufficiently enlightened by what its members had read and heard,, it might
confine itself to appointing a Rapporteur. He would accept whatever procedure was preferred,
and if a Rapporteur was appointed, the Swiss delegation would be very happy to contribute
to the solution of this important League problem by giving him every assistance in its power.

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said he understood that the Committee had been
called upon in the first place to deal with the principle of the matter and therefore he would
endeavour to confine himself to that. He had no doubt that, if the League could have at
its disposal a wireless station of its own, or if, under the other suggestion, it could have special
facilities for communicating with its Members, at no cost to itself, they would all support
such a proposal. But in this case he thought they had to examine the proposals that had
been made by weighing the value of the facilities against their cost. On the question of
principle, he remembered that the proposal originated with a suggestion made by the French
delegation at one of the first sittings of the Preparatory Commission as one of a number of
suggestions for facilitating and making as rapid as possible the summoning of the Council
in a time of crisis. He reminded the Committee of an incident which had already occurred
necessitating the rapid calling together of the Council. He thought the present proposal
had been made with a view to taking some precaution against a crisis of greater magnitude
when it might be necessary to contemplate that the whole of the system of European
communications would be in a state of confusion. He hoped that that was a remote and
hypothetical case. The Council, however, agreed that it might be useful to study the
possibility of taking some precautions against such an eventuality, and his Government was
in entire sympathy with the suggestion. If it was a practical suggestion, he thought it
deserved purely practical consideration. He briefly outlined the history of the case, referring
to the report by the Committee appointed by the Council, with regard to which, when it was
submitted to the Council last June, Sir Austen Chamberlain drew attention to the fact
that, although the report showed that it was a technical possibility to erect such a station,
it did not deal with another aspect of the case, namely, that it did not show clearly that a
special station operated in ordinary times could have sufficient traffic to enable it to be entirely
reliable in time of crisis. A Special Committee was already in existence for examining these
other aspects and Sir Austen Chamberlain suggested that the Special Committee should be
requested to pay particular attention to the aspect he referred to, and to consider whether
the object aimed at would be better achieved by a special station or by arranging for special
facilities with some existing wireless station. Shortly afterwards, the Swiss Government
made the offer to which M. Motta had referred and the Special Committee met in July after
the offer had been made, when it had two alternative schemes before it.' In the first place,
there was a scheme for a League station, which was very costly, and certainly the British
Government were of the opinion that the benefits to be derived from it could not justify the
expense. The Special Committee examined both schemes, and in regard to the first the
majority of the experts on the Committee expressed the opinion that it was feasible, but the
British expert had to dissent from that view, and he made a reservation to the effect that he
could not agree that such a station would be able to carry out the work contemplated for
it in time of crisis. Mr. Cadogan therefore hoped that the question of a separate League
station might for the moment be ruled out of consideration. The Special Committee also
examined the arrangement proposed by the Swiss Government, and there again the British
expert, although admitting that in time of crisis such a station would probably be able to
work efficiently, nevertheless expressed the opinion that the difficulty at such a time of
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establishing communication on short waves with numerous distant countries would be very
great. Mr. Cadogan feared that even that scheme would involve the League in considerable
expense. His Government were perhaps optimistic, but they were not convinced of the
likelihood of a situation arising where special wireless communication would be the only
means of communicating with the outer world. For one thing, they were not sure that
wireless was the most suitable form of transmission and they did not think that the League,
especially at this time, would be justified in adding to its financial commitments. In his
country there was very severe criticism of League expenditure, and the League was now,
quite rightly, contemplating spending large sums of money on buildings which also gave rise
to facetious comments in Great Britain. Therefore he did not think the moment was opportune
for adding to the expenses of the League with a view to providing something which some
people would say was a simple luxury.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) felt that, since the original proposal came from the French
delegation, he must endeavour to recall the state of mind which prevailed at the time when
this suggestion was put forward.

A Committee of the Council had been established in order to consider whether the articles
of the Covenant and the methods of applying them offered possibilities of defining and
expediting the action the League of Nations must take in emergencies. In the course of
this investigation it was found necessary to consider the material means at the Council's
disposal by which it could communicate its decisions. He would recall the fact that in one
dispute, which the League of Nations was fortunately able to stop, this happy result was
only achieved thanks to the speed with which it was possible to convene the Council. If
only they could be certain that the position would always be like this, there would be no
need to concern themselves with the consideration of the material means of communication,
either for summoning the Council or for Members to proceed to the meeting or for
communicating the decisions adopted.

When making forecasts, however, it was advisable to adopt a pessimistic attitude, for
the League of Nations must aim at never being taken unawares. They must reckon with
the possibility that, if ever a large State should decide to take upon itself the appalling
responsibility of an aggression, in this new atmosphere created by the League of Nations,
such a State would doubtless endeavour to secure all possible advantages and, in consequence,
means of communication and news transmission might be subject to certain disturbances
which would place the Council in a somewhat awkward position.

For this reason they had decided to go very thoroughly into this question of the material
means of communication and transmission. This enquiry, carried out by the Organisation
for Communications and Transit, had furnished extremely valuable technical information.

It appeared that the means of communication which, to all appearance, offered the
greatest independence might nevertheless stand at a serious disadvantage in so far as the
League was concerned because they were controlled by private companies or belonged to
certain States. It was therefore desirable that the League of Nations should possess its
own means of transmission by wireless telegraphy.

He did not in any way deny that the misgivings regarding the financial aspect of the
question which the British delegate had expressed were legitimate, and that they should be
given due weight.

In any case, they must thank the Government of the Swiss Confederation for the new
offer which it had been good enough to make through its representative, and for its assurance
that the Swiss Government would itself be responsible for the safety of the means of
communication and the buildings.

The considerations advanced by the representative of the Swiss Confederation should
certainly be carefully examined, and the speaker thought that, in view of the seriousness of
certain measures which the problem thus raised as it now stood might necessitate, it would
be advisable to refer its consideration to a small committee, on which the Fourth
Committee would be represented.

The speaker did not desire to make any definite proposal to this effect. He wished,
however, to state that he still maintained the opinion that he had held at the time when the
French delegation had made the original proposal, and at the same time he desired to stress
that the remarks made by the representative of the Swiss Confederation, which deserved
earnest consideration, naturally suggested the setting up of a committee to examine this problem.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) wondered whether the question of principle really arose at
the present time, for the matter had been thoroughly investigated by the Committee for
Communications and Transit and was the subject of several reports to the Council and of
a unanimous resolution adopted by the last Assembly.

Financial considerations should not be allowed to stand in the way when it was a question
of ensuring peace; it would have been regrettable if reasons of this kind had prevented the
creation of the League of Nations.

M. SOKAL (Poland) noted that the honourable representative of Salvador thought that
the question of principle had been settled by a resolution of the last Assembly; the discussion
which had just taken place proved, however, that it was extremely difficult to give a definite
reply in the negative or affirmative without taking into consideration these political and
financial aspects of the question.

M. Motta's very clear statement showed that the political aspects of this question was
a very delicate matter.
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It would be most desirable to have an independent station in order to guarantee direct
communication with Governments - that was the accepted principle - but the Committee
had not the necessary information to enable it to solve the practical difficulties; it was not,
therefore, able to come to a decision. However, since the French proposal had been put
forward two years ago and been considered by the Assembly last year, this question should
be settled.

The speaker seconded the proposal to set up a small sub-committee, which would report
to the Committee. It would be easier to solve all these delicate political and financial
problems in such a sub-committee.

The Hon. C. A. DUNNING (Canada) was of opinion that the discussions showed that the
question before the Committee resolved itself into the utility of such a station in times of
emergency, since no complaint had been made that existing facilities were not adequate
for normal times.

Apparently the argument with respect to the use of such a station in times of emergency
arose from the fact, admitted in the various reports, that nations could and did interfere with
land and other methods of communication in times of emergency. The report contemplated
the possible closing of such means of communication and advanced the idea that
communications by wireless rose superior to such difficulties. This raised, in his view, a
technical question, i.e., whether in times of emergency a nation in Europe which found it
necessary or expedient in its own interests to close, censor or interfere in any way with
ordinary means of communication would not find it equally possible to interfere with the
wireless communications from a League of Nations station. In his opinion, such interference
was not only possible but probable, and he considered the question a very important one,
since the whole of the discussions of the Committee had centred around the facility of
communications in times of emergency. Unless the question which he had raised could be
answered satisfactorily, he personally would prefer to see the money expended on other
activities of the League which were very much in need of funds. He was not opposed to the
appointment of a sub-committee to examine the question.

M. POLITIS (Greece) suggested that an enquiry should also be made into the cost of such
a station.

The CHAIRMAN thought that sufficiently definite details with regard to that point were
given in the documents distributed to the Committee.

Mr. MCLACHLAN (Australia) wished to ask three technical questions:
Were there receiving stations in all the countries belonging to the League of Nations ?
Were these receiving stations in the hands of the respective Governments ?
Had the establishment of a station with wavelengths permitting long-distance

communications been contemplated ?

Mr. FITZGERALD (Irish Free State) thought that, as certain questions had been put to the
experts, the latter might answer them before the sub-committee. Could they not proceed
at once to its appointment ?

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Haas to reply to the various questions put by the speakers.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section) said he would first reply
to Mr. Dunning's questions. It seemed possible for certain favourably situated stations to
jam the transmission from a wireless station. In practice it was not done, as experience during
the last war showed, for the expenditure of power was prohibitive and the working of the post
so employed was hindered for a certain time; and, moreover, it was generally considered more
interesting to hear what was said than to prevent others from speaking.

With regard to the question put by the Australian delegate, he would be able to give more
definite information later before the sub-committee. He pointed out that receiving stations
able to pick up short-wave signals existed in the majority of States Members of the League
of Nations, but a certain number were not yet supplied with them.

The control of receiving apparatus was a question of internal organisation, but even when
they were in the hands of private companies, national interests were considered to be at stake
and the Governments had reserved a certain right of control. In the majority of legislations,
provision was made for handing over the management to the military authorities in times of
crisis.

The range of the proposed post would be a world range. The post, composed of two
short-wave transmitters, could be heard everywhere, after a few experiments, by adjusting the
wavelengths to the countries it was desired to reach.

All particulars concerning the cost were given in the report; it had been estimated, taking
into account the possibilities of receipts, at 150,000 francs per annum; this figure might
be exceeded or, on the other hand, it might not be reached, and the very optimistic might hope
for a post yielding profits. Indeed, the proposal submitted by the Swiss Government
contained certain suggestions for the allocation of the net profits, which were thus not quite
out of the question, but it was extremely unlikely that at the outset any profits would be
forthcoming.

Lord LYTTON (India) said he had understood both M. Guerrero and M. Sokal to say that
the question of principle on the matter under discussion had already been decided by Assembly.
He wished to protest against this view, and to point out that the resolution which M. Guerrero
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had read out did no more than commit the Assembly to expressing its satisfaction at the
providence of the Council in having taken note of a possible future danger, and to approving
of the further investigation of the problem. The point raised by M. Guerrero had, to his mind,
an immediate significance, because he had understood M. Paul-Boncour to invite the
Committee to submit the question to further examination by a sub-committee. He had no
objection to that proposal, but that should not mean that the sub-committee's report had
been accepted in advance. In so far as the facts were at present known to it, his Government
were not convinced of the urgency of the matter or of the necessity of the proposed wireless
station, and for two reasons they had instructed him to oppose it.

He thought that the enquiry which had already taken place had been of the utmost value
because it had provided them with useful information both upon the technical and financial
aspects and upon the cost of the alternative schemes. There was one matter, however,
which he thought had not been made sufficiently clear, and he suggested that, if a sub-
committee was formed, they should ask it to devote its attention specially to this matter.
The operation of a wireless telegraph station involved the co-operation of two parties. The
question of the transmission station had been fully discussed, but the point raised by
Mr. McLachlan had not yet received sufficient examination, namely, the reception of the
news sent out. He would ask the Committee to ascertain from the various nations represented
how far they were at present able to deal with the communications from such a station, and
if not at present able to do so, how far they were prepared to erect or equip stations and place
them in communication with a League station. The Government of India had instructed
him to say that they had not at the moment any station capable of reciprocating with a League
station at Geneva and that they were not prepared to undertake the expense of erecting a
special station for that purpose. Therefore, he thought it important to find out how far the
various Members of the League were in a position to take advantage of such a station. He did
not wish to say anything further on that subject, but he did feel it necessary to express what
was in a sense a protest against the view -that the mere examination of a proposal should be
held to commit them to approval of the results of such an enquiry.

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the discussion, considered it would be well to know exactly
what would be the work of the committee and what programme should be laid before it.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) considered that the Special Committee should clear up all
the points on which information had been asked. Definite replies had been given by the
Chief of the Communications and Transit Section to certain definite questions, but there were
other facts to be ascertained and that as soon as possible.

M. SATO (Japan) said he had no objection to the appointment of a sub-committee.
Without as yet giving an opinion upon the Swiss Government's proposal, he was anxious

to express his delegation's gratitude for the efforts made by the Federal Government to
promote the solution of a diflicult problem.

As representative of one of the countries most remote from the centre of peace, he shared
the misgiving expressed by the British delegate. It was probable, however, that there would
not be many occasions on which it would be necessary to have recourse to the League of Nations
station. In spite of all the rumours recently abroad concerning the Far East, he was
practically convinced that there would be no need to resort to the use of the wireless station.

Moreover, a long-range short-wave station would be needed to reach Japan and it would
be difficult to set up such a station. The Swiss scheme did indeed provide for a medium-
wave station capable of corresponding with European countries, but the Swiss Government did
not feel able to meet the full cost of a short-wave station. The expenses for this would have
to be borne by the League of Nations, which naturally hesitated to consent to such an outlay.

He was aware that, to cover the working expenditure in times of crisis, the post would be
used in times of peace, and he approved of that idea, which would serve to reduce expenses.
He also drew the Committee's attention to the situation which would result from the
construction of a medium-wave station only. Such a station would be powerful enough to
communicate with European countries in times of peace and in times of crisis. But distant
countries could not be reached. His country would hardly be willing to remain at such
a disadvantage. He was making no concrete suggestions nor was he criticising the Federal
Government's proposals. He merely desired to draw the Committee's attention to certain
questions which needed further consideration.

The CHAIRMAN said that he desired, before proposing that the Committee should appoint
a sub-committee and define its duties, to dispel a misunderstanding.

It had been suggested that the question had already been settled in principle by a decision
of the Assembly at its eighth session. That was not the case, as they could see by referring
to the text of the discussions of the Assembly, which had:

" Congratulated the Council on having studied the question of communications
between the League of Nations and its Members, and had requested the Council to continue
its studies, particularly with regard to the establishment of a radio-telegraphic station
at the seat of the League. "

He concluded that the question remained entirely open and had not been settled in any
way. He would be glad to know whether the Committee agreed with him on this point.



30 

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thanked the various members of the Committee who, in their
speeches, had adopted a favourable attitude towards the Swiss Government's proposal.

The question which arose was the following: Was it desirable or not that there should
be at the seat of the League of Nations a wireless station which in times of crisis would become
independent ? If the Committee answered this question in the affirmative, they might then
proceed to consider the Swiss proposal. He thought that the trend of the whole discussion
had been as follows : if the question were settled affirmatively, apart from matters of detail,
hardly any other solution would be possible than that proposed by the Federal Council, since
the idea of establishing an independent station - the constructional and running costs of
which would be borne entirely by the League - had not found a single supporter in the
Committee.

He therefore thought that they should refer the question in all its aspects, and
particularly the Swiss proposal, to the Special Committee for consideration.

He desired to add that his Government's only intention had been to demonstrate its
Millingness to co-operate. It did not in any way wish to induce the League to incur
expenditure; on the contrary, its object was to assist the League in this matter if the League
decided it wanted a wireless station. In any case, the question remained entirely open.

The CHAIRMAN said that, if the Committee approved M. Motta's views, the first question
to be laid before the Special Committee would be the following point of principle: Ought
the League to possess a wireless station in order to ensure direct and independent relations
with its Members in times of crisis ?

If this question of principle was settled in the affirmative, the Special Committee would
have to consider the Swiss Federal Government's proposal. But he did not think that, if the
question of principle was settled in the affirmative, they must therefore abandon all idea of
having an independent and autonomous wireless station at the seat of the League.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said he did not wish the Committee to imagine that, after the
question of principle had been settled in the affirmative, no other solution would be possible
than the Swiss proposal. He simply meant to say that he had gathered the impression, from
the speeches of the various members of the Committee, that this solution might be a possible
one. It was quite understood that the Special Committee would be left entirely free in this
matter.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) said he wondered whether the question to be
submitted to the Third Committee should be defined as -the Chairman had defined it.

A new factor had arisen since the discussions in the Assembly to which M. Guerrero had
referred, namely, the Swiss proposal.

It would be premature for'them to decide now whether a wireless station should or should
not be established, without saying more, and when the Swiss proposal had not yet been fully
defined in all its aspects.

He thought that the task of the Third Committee, and later, perhaps, the task of another
committee working under subsequent terms of reference, should be to seeka more definite formula
with regard to certain rather delicate points referred to by M. Motta, in order to determine
the exact bearing of the Swiss proposal in all its aspects.

They must not forget, too, that another proposal existed -- the proposal to establish
a separate and independent station at the seat of the League. They would be asking a great
deal of the Third Committee if they called upon it to decide at once in favour of the principle
of the establishment of a wireless station at Geneva when it was not known whether this decision
would result in the creation of an independent station or a station erected in accordance with
the terms of the Swiss proposal. The more prudent course, therefore, would be to take no
decision until they were fully acquainted with the two sides of the problem. tie thought
they should merely continue their enquiries. The Committee might possibly furnish some
useful data on this subject and, if these data still seemed inadequate, the question might
be referred by the Assembly to the Committee on Arbitration and Security in order to allow
the enquiries to continue.

M. CASSIN (France) did not think it could be said that the principle of a wireless station
had been irrevocably adopted and that all that remained for them to do was to discuss the
method of carrying out the proposal.

The Committee ought therefore to proceed to examine very cautiously what would happen
in each of the three following contingencies : if nothing were done; if the offers of the Swiss
Government were accepted; if the League decided to build its own station.

Having considered these points, the Committee as a whole would then be in a better
position to judge of the facts.

On the other hand, it should not be forgotten that the Assembly of the League had already
made up its mind as to the necessity of adopting certain precautionary measures for times of
emergency. Otherwise, indeed, the organisations of the League of Nations would lose their
raison d'etre, and the speaker enquired whether public opinion would not consider it rather
surprising if the supreme international organisation, whose duty it was to ensure peace,
neglected to take precautions against the most serious catastrophe that could be imagined,
or was dilatory in doing so, when all national Governments regarded it as their sacred duty to
make provision against emergencies.
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The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) supported the observations made by the two
previous speakers. He did not consider the question of principle was one with which the sub-
committee could very well deal. He even went further and said that he did not consider there
was a question of principle. The question before them was a question of two facts - efficiency
and cost - and his Government was unable to see its way to accept any of the proposals that
had been made, since they were not convinced that they would be effective, and feared that
the cost involved would be disproportionate to the results achieved.

He thought the duty of the sub-committee was to endeavour to elucidate these points,
and to find out how far efficient service could be rendered by any special means that might
be devised, and also to find out what the cost would be, weighing one against the other and
making its recommendation. If the sub-committee was not able to do this by itself, it might
call in the assistance of some more expert body.

M. SOKAL (Poland) feared that, if the debate were continued, it would be very difficult
to draft instructions for the sub-committee owing to the diversity of the views expressed.
Would it not be better to appoint this sub-committee and give it the Minutes of to-day's
meeting, so that it should have all necessary information at its disposal.

The CHAIRMAN noted that certain new ideas and objections had emerged from this
exchange of views with regard to a problem which was not in itself a new one. If the
Committee were to adopt M. Sokal's suggestion, the Bureau would propose the appointment
of a sub-committee of six members, namely: M. PAUL-BONCOUR, Mr. CADOGAN, Mr. DUNNING,
M. GUERRERO, M. SOKAL and M. MOTTA.

He hoped that these persons would be good enough to accept the task put before them,
and requested this Sub-Committee to meet as soon as it could and to submit a report to the
Committee.

This proposal was adopted.

18. Appointment of Rapporteurs.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should immediately appoint Rapporteurs
for the various questions on its agenda.

He proposed that M. POLITIS should be appointed for questions I (a), I (b), I (c) 1 of the
agenda; M. GUERRERO for questions I (c) 2, II and III; Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS for
questions I (c) 3 and I (d); and M. BENES for question IV.

These appointments were approved.

19. Agenda for the following Meeting.

The CHAIRMAN requested the Committee to consider on the following day the question
of Financial Assistance to States Victims of Aggression, as the Chairman of the Financial
Committee would be able to give them valuable information on this subject. The question
of the manufacture of armaments would follow.

This proposal was adopted.
(The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.)

FIFTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 14th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

20. Discussion of the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security relating to Articles 10,
11 and 18 of the Covenant : Adoption of Draft Resolution.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on M. Rutgers' Memorandum concerning Articles 10,
11 and 16 of the Covenant (documents of the Preparatory Commission, Series VI, page 142)
by recalling the fact that this question had formed the subject of a draft resolution given
in the Committee on Arbitration and Security's report (documents of the Preparatory
Commission, Series VII, page 107).

He added that the Committee should discuss whether it was prepared to adopt this
resolution and to submit it. mautatis mutandis, to the Assembly.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) wished to ask the Rapporteur for an explanation of a general
nature concerning M. Rutgers' report.

He pointed out that Articles 11 and 15 had already been considered both by the Council
and by the Assembly. Article 15, more especially, had been studied by a special Committee
of Jurists appointed by the Council itself. The results of its work had been unanimously
approved and adopted by the Council with great satisfaction on March 13th, 1924. These
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articles, together with Articles 10, 16 and even 17, had thus already received the careful
consideration of organs either of the Council or of the Assembly.

The Hungarian delegate wondered why such had not been the case with Article 13 of the
Covenant, and more especially with its fourth paragraph, which says:

"The Members of the League agree that they will carry out in full good faith any
award that may be rendered, and that they will not resort to war against a Member of
the League which complies therewith. In the event of any failure to carry out such an
award, the Council shall propose what steps should be taken to give effect thereto.

He was well aware that the future sphere of action of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security was not limited. He was equally aware that, in his study on Article 11, M. Rutgers
had made some references -to Article 13 of the Covenant, but it seemed to him that the two
provisions contained in paragraph 4 of that article were of the utmost importance, especially
from the point of view of security.

The conclusion of arbitration treaties would be useless if no steps were taken to ensure
that the awards, once given, remained inviolable and were put into execution. A guarantee
for the execution of awards was highly desirable, for it would inspire a real sense of security
in mankind, which was now seeking effective solutions of the peace problem.

From the point of view of security, with which the Committee was now dealing, he could
hardly find a more important clause in the Covenant than that which he had just read. He
considered that, when an arbitration tribunal had been set up, the Council had no higher and
more solemn duty than to ensure its independence and, once the award was given, to see that
it was put into execution.

If public opinion could be reassured with regard to that point, the value of arbitration
treaties would be greatly enhanced and the sense of security which these treaties were intended
to create among the nations would be increased a hundredfold.

He ventured to ask the Rapporteur why a close study of that important paragraph of
Article 13, which fell entirely within the scope of the League's work, had so far been omitted
from the discussions of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and he especially wished
to know whether it would not be possible ultimately to make good this omission.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied that the Committee on Arbitration and Security
had been compelled to limit its initial task and to make an immediate choice between the
articles of the Covenant, for it was impossible to consider the articles as a whole.

They had in the first instance selected Articles 10, 11 and 16, but the Committee had
specifically stated in M. Rutgers' report, paragraph 109, that this programme did not limit
the future activities of the Committee. Indeed, it intended subsequently to deal with a
whole series of articles which were equally deserving of close study.

With regard -to Article 13, paragraph 4, of which the Hungarian delegate had just spoken,
the speaker could only state that, although it did not figure upon the present programme of
the Committee on Arbitration and Security, it had not been lost sight of by the authors of
the memoranda. Certain hesitations with regard to compulsory arbitration had been allayed,
because it was felt that in Article 13, paragraph 4, there already lay the germ of sanctions
guaranteeing arbitral awards, so that, without there being any complete machinery for their
enforcement, it might be said that this most important passage of the Covenant contained a
sufficient basis for the ultimate development of compulsory arbitration.

This highly important provision had yet to be considered and he hoped that the
Committee on Arbitration and Security would be able to undertake the work at one of its
next meetings.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) wished to make a few statements which were not directly
concerned with the memorandum, but it seemed to him that this would be his only opportunity
of bringing them forward. The memorandum under discussion was not the only one which had
served as a basis for the Committee's work. There were two oer memoranda, and an
Introductory Note, which had special weight because it had been submitted by the three
Rapporteurs of the Committee and its Chairman, M. Benes.

On the occasion of his first speech before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, he
had been able to state that his Government had welcomed with peculiar satisfaction the
remarks contained in the Introductory Note concerning the present state of security which
had already been created by the Covenant. Further, at its second meeting, the Committee
on Arbitration and Security had even accepted the following resolution:

" The Committee on Arbitration and Security,

" After studying the introduction to the Memoranda on Arbitration and Security and
the Articles of the Covenant submitted by the Chairman:

" Declares its concurrence in the views therein expressed that:

" 1. The Covenant itself creates a measure of security which needs to be
appreciated at its full value and that its articles are capable of being applied in such
a way that in the majority of cases they can prevent war;

" 2. The common will for peace of the States Members of the Council can be
exercised effectively within the framework of the Covenant, all the more so because
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that instrument does not provide any rigid code of procedure for the settlement of
international crises, and that it is, further, inexpedient to attempt to draw up in
advance a complete list of measures for preserving international peace. 

This resolution had fallen into an oblivion which appeared undeserved. M. Benes had
very probably referred to it when he said, in his statement at the outset of the general
discussion: " The Committee, having accepted the views expressed in the Introductory
Note, particularly those with regard to the value of the Covenant... ".

He requested that the resolution in question should be taken into account when the
report was drafted, in order to show that, thanks to the influence of the League of Nations,
there was already a greater sense of security at the present time than in the past.

M. POLITIS (Greece) said that the question had been discussed at length, and that to
take this resolution into account in the report would be paying tribute to truth.

M. SOKAL (Poland) had not before him the documents to which reference had just been
made, but M. von Simson's remarks appeared to him to require supplementing. He thought
that divergences of opinion had arisen within the Committee regarding this passage, and that,
after discussion, amendments had been made to the draft.

He preferred to reserve his assent in case the Committee desired immediately to introduce
into the report a passage such as M. von Simson had referred to.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) thought tha t, if the Polish delegate had the documents in question
before him, he would be convinced of his mistake. There had not actually been divergences
of opinion with regard to the resolution he had read, which had been adopted at the suggestion
of the British delegate. Opinions differed as to the degree of security achieved, some thinking
that it was sufficient and others that it was not; but they had been unanimously agreed that
the Covenant did create a certain atmosphere of security.

M. SOKAL (Poland) thanked the German delegate for having made it clear that the whole
of the Introductory Note was not in question, but a resolution proposed by the British
delegate - a resolution which M. von Simson had, however, not quoted in full. The intervention
of the German representative had been so unexpected that he thought it was preferable,
in order not to prolong the discussion, that the draft report should merely be laid before the
Committee in time for it to be considered.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the General Committee of the Assembly had, at its
morning meeting, contemplated a meeting on Monday, and expressed the desire that
Committees should refer to it certain questions so as to fill up the agenda. It appeared to
him that the question under discussion might well be so referred. The Rapporteur had
been appointed, and his work certainly would reflect the discussions which had taken place.
There was therefore no need to prolong the discussion.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) desired to confirm both M. von Simson's and M. Sokaf's
remarks. There were two trends of opinion in the Committee: one which laid stress upon
the degree of security existing in virtue of the Covenant, the other which considered that such
security was insufficient. It should be borne in mind, however, that work had been undertaken
with a view to the limitation of armaments, and that they had finally agreed that account
must be taken of the two tendencies, each of which, in practice, had its own value.

The CHAIRMAN requested the Committee's views on the following draft resolution which
was, mutatis mutandis, that of the Committee on Arbitration and Security:

" The Assembly:

" Having noted the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in regard
to Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant,

"Appreciates the great importance of the work done to apply the provisions in
question;

" Considers that the information concerning the question of the criteria of aggression
contained in the Committee's documents usefully summarises the studies made by the
Assembly and the Council and the provisions of certain treaties;

" Recalls in particular that the action to be taken by the Council under Article
11 and other articles of the Covenant in the case of a conflict will provide it with important
elements of appreciation likely to facilitate the determination of the aggressor in the
event of war breaking out in spite of every effort;

" Considers that the study of Article 11 of the Covenant, which stipulates that
the League ' shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard
the peace of nations ', forms the natural counterpart of the study undertaken by the
Committee of the Council and approved by the Council on December 6th, 1927, on
the Assembly's reconmendation, and, without detracting from the value of the
other articles of the Covenant, brings into prominence the fact that the League's first
task is to forestall war, and that in all cases of armed conflict or of threats of armed
conflict, of whatever nature, it must take action to prevent hostilities or to stop hostilities
which have already begun;

3.
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"Takes note of the suggestions concerning Article 16 contained in the Committee's
documents relative to the study of the articles of the Covenant;

" Recommends to the Council the studies in question as a useful piece of work
which, without proposing a hard-and-fast procedure in time of emergency, and without
adding to or detracting from the rights and duties of the Members of the League, provides
valuable indications as to the possibilities offered by the different articles of the Covenant
and as to the way in which they may be applied, without prejudice to the different modes
of procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities may render necessary
in practice;

"In conclusion, recommends that a study should be undertaken of the other articles
of the Covenant the conscientious and full application of which offers special guarantees
of security.
This draft resolution was adopted.

21. Financial Assistance to States Victims of Aggression: Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had examined
the question jointly with the Financial Committee, and that it had adopted a resolution
inviting the latter to continue its enquiries on the basis of the results obtained after the
meeting of the Assembly, and recommending that the Assembly should give its opinion on
certain political questions which were raised, and more particularly upon the following:

(1) " Must signatories of the Convention to be concluded for financial assistance
to States victims of aggression renounce, in their capacity of guarantors, the application
of Article 4, paragraph 5, of the Covenant, which stipulated that any Member of the
League not represented on the Council was invited to be represented during the
consideration of matters specially affecting its interests before the Council ?"

(2) " Would financial assistance come into operation with binding force for all
guarantor States by a unanimous vote of the Council minus the votes of the parties to the
dispute ?"

M. de Chalendar (Chairman of the Financial Committee) was available to furnish the
Committee with any information which it might desire.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) informed the Committee how
this question had come before the Financial Committee.

The latter Committee had been asked two years ago to consider a plan of financial assistance
to States victims of aggression: it had worked out the general outline of such a plan in its 1926
report. In the following year the report was communicated to the Assembly, which requested
the Committee on Arbitration and Security to proceed to a further investigation of the question.
A Joint Committee, consisting of members of the Financial Committee and the Committee
on Arbitration and Security, was set up, and their report was in the hands of the members of
the present Committee.

This Joint Committee came to eight main conclusions: they would be found in the
report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security (documents of the Preparatory
Commission, Series VII, page 110). Since then, the Financial Committee had endeavoured to
define these main points in a plan drawn up in legal terms, which was still in the course of
preparation. Before completing this work, it would be glad to have the general view of the
Assembly on constitutional and political questions which did not fall within its competence,
and of which the three following were the most important:

(1) "Should the Convention on Financial Assistance be an independent Convention
or should it constitute an integral part of a general Disarmament Convention ?"

(2) " Should the plan for financial assistance apply in the case of a threat of war as
well as in the case of actual war ?"

(3) " Would the Convention, when it had been finally established, come into force
merely on the decision of the Council without consultation or exchange of views with the
parties which had signed it ? Or, alternatively, must the consent of all signatory
States be obtained when there was a threat of war or actual war in order to put the plan
into operation ?

The members of the Joint Committee were not agreed amongst themselves on this latter
point, but the Financial Committee considered that the Convention would not be really
effective unless it could be put into operation solely on the decision of the Council.

The views of the Assembly on this subject would hbe invaluable to the Committee in order
to enable it to complete Its work.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) recalled that he had spoken during the discussion of
the Committee on Arbitration and Security regarding the limitation of the obligation to be
assumed by States; the views of the Belgian Government in this matter were fully met by
the reply contained in the report of the Joint Committee and in M. Veverka's report.

In consequence, States would not be liable for a sum of which the interest and
amortisation charges would vary according to circumstances; States would merely be
undertaking a fixed annual obligation which could not be exceeded. This being the case,
the Belgian Government was willing to proceed along the lines which were generally favoured.
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Speaking now as Rapporteur - a duty which the Committee had entrusted to him the
previous day - he referred to the report of the Joint Committee, which gave, so to speak,
the guiding principles of its programme, with regard to which it would like to receive instruc-
tions before continuing its task.

These guiding principles, numbered 1 to 8, particularly in so far as political questions
were concerned, were summarised in the three questions indicated by M. de Chalendar,
if certain other points, which, strictly speaking, related to financial technique, might be left
out of account, e.g., Nos. 5 and 6, which dealt with the rate of interest and amortisation
of loans and the undertakings required from States in order to issue loans. In connection
with these latter points, the speaker thought that the Committee was prepared to trust the
Financial Committee.

On the other hand, point 1 of the Joint Committee's report referred to the proposed
Convention as being independent of the general Disarmament Convention; point 2 indicated
that the Convention was open to all Members of the League; point 3 said that States not
Members of the League might be allowed to participate by a decision of the Council; and
point 4 that the machinery of the Convention should be so elastic that it would be possible
for.a State which had not signed the Convention to participate in the guarantees in general
or in the guarantee of a specific loan.

The speaker said that this could all be summed up in the question whether the Committee
would pronounce in favour of an independent Convention or would wish to make it a part
of the general Disarmament Convention. From what had been said, he inferred that the
Committee was in favour of a separate and open Convention.

But they must consider two still more delicate problems which were indicated in points 7
and 8.

The first of these problems (point 7) was to decide whether financial assistance should
be given in the case of actual war (Article 16 of the Covenant), or also in the case of the
threat of war (Article 11). From what had been said, the speaker thought that this financial
assistance should be undertaken just as much in cases of a threat of war as in cases of actual
war.

This was an important matter in view of the last point, which was the most delicate of
all: if cases of a threat of war were also included, how was the Council vote to be taken ?
Could it be given without the participation of the States concerned ? In this connection, it
appeared that opinion, on the whole, favoured the view that the financial assistance should
operate following a vote of the Council minus the votes of the parties to the dispute, as stated
in point 8 of the Joint Committee's report.

One problem was still outstanding : When the Council cons idered that there was occasion
for financial assistance, must its vote be unanimous ? This appeared to be the general
opinion.

On the other hand, must signatory States not represented on the Council give their
assent in addition ? It had been suggested that there might be objections arising from Article 4,
paragraph 5, of the Covenant to Powers, and particularly those not permanently represented
on the Council, being bound by the latter's decision, and, under Article 4 of the Covenant,
it would appear to be the rule that they should give their opinions. But, on the other hand,
it had been objected that if the Convention were signed by most Powers, and if it were
necessary to summon delegates from all of them and await their arrival in Geneva before the
Convention could become operative, it would be too late, and the whole scheme would be
unworkable.

Because the Council could not bind the Powers without their consent, was it necessary
to state that that provision of Article 4 of the Covenant was so categorical that it created
an obligation even for the interested parties whose rights it protected ? Was that clause so
inelastic that, when it granted a right to States, the latter could not'surrender that right in
the interests of the scheme ?

The speaker saw no legal difficulty to prevent the Council having power, under the terms
of the Convention, to take a decision on behalf of all guarantor States.

As to the substance of the question, in view of the fact that the Financial Committee
had redrafted its original form of obligation, and that it was understood that no State's
liability could exceed a fixed annual amount, it would appear that States signatory to the
Convention on Financial Assistance might, without disadvantage, renounce according to
its terms their right of giving their consent in every instance, and be bound by the decision
of the Council. Any other proceeding would introduce so many obstacles in the working
of the Convention as to render it inoperative.

He had spoken as Rapporteur, but he did not wish to conclude his statement without
declaring at the same time, as Belgian delegate, that Belgium, which was not represented
on the Council, would nevertheless be prepared to be bound by its decision.

Dr. BENES (Czechoslovakia) supported Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' remarks, which gave
a clear answer to all the questions submitted to the Committee. He also considered:

(1) That the Convention should be independent;
(2) That it should apply not only to actual war but also to the threat of war;
(3) That the Council alone be responsible for a decision.

M. LANGE (Norway) said that his Government had studied in a friendly spirit the report
submitted to the Committee and that it was sympathetic to the principle of the proposed
scheme.
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He wished to emphasise that at present they were concerned only with a preliminary
study; they were not obliged to take up a definite position as to the final action to be taken,
for the simple reason that a financial undertaking would first require to be sanctioned by
Parliaments.

The sympathy of the Norwegian Government was augmented by the fact that they were
concerned with developing non-military sanctions, which were the kind most likely to produce
satisfactory results, and, moreover, were those which a small country like Norway could
accept without reservation.

He would reply, in accordance with the instructions he had received, to the three
questions asked by the Chairman of the Financial Committee.

Should the provisions regarding financial assistance be embodied in an independent
Convention or in a general Convention on the reduction of armaments ? It was difficult to
say at present, for everything depended on the form in which the one or other of these
instruments might ultimately be cast; but it seemed to him that the problem could not be
studied as one completely apart. Any engagement contracted in respect of sanctions was
necessarily related to a reduction of armaments; otherwise the task of making sanctions
operative would be rendered more or less difficult.

Were they to rest content with a decision by the Council ? It was the view of the
Norwegian Government that, in the circumstances mentioned by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns,
confidence should be shown in the Council, and the Belgian representative's suggestion
of a kind of delegation of powers to the Council would provide a very happy solution.

Would financial assistance operate not only in case of a breach of the Covenant - that
is to say, in case of actual war - but also in the case of a threat of war ? On this point he
had been instructed to make definite reservations. It would be necessary to submit this
point to extremely careful study. The attitude to be taken eventually would depend on
what guarantees could be given to ensure that there should be no possibility of abuse.

Lord LYTTON (India) stated that this Government was in full sympathy with the policy
advocated by the Joint Committee in respect of financial assistance, but he desired to ask
whether Governments would have an opportunity of considering the actual details of the
clauses of the draft Convention before intimating their acceptance. He feared that, unless
this Convention was studied very carefully by those concerned, it would suffer the fate of
many - too many - Conventions which had been approved but not ratified.

The CHAIRMAN replied that it had already been decided that the Governments would
be informed of the plan of financial assistance, and would be at liberty to consider it. In
this connection, he recalled a statement by Lord Cushendun, who said that he was sure it
was understood - and this was probably also the opinion of representatives of other
countries - that, when the Joint Committee and the Committee in which he was speaking
had arrived at a final text, it would be referred to all Governments for final approval.

M. SOKAL (Poland) remarked that this question had been outstanding for more than two
years and that it was time to give the Financial Committee the necessary guiding principles
to establish a draft Convention, which would, of course, be submitted to Governments before
becoming definitive.

He was in complete agreement with the statement made by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns.
With regard to the first question, he thought that they ought to consider an independent

Convention and not a general Convention.
In the second place, he wished the threat of war to be considered and not aggression,

in view of the difficulty of defining the aggressor.
He considered that the decision should be taken by the Council ; for it would be impossible

to reach a conclusion if all the signatories were to be invited to sit on the Council in virtue
of Article 4 of the Covenant.

There remained the question, raised by M. Valdes-Mendeville, of the scope of the
Council's decision. This extremely important question had been raised neither by the
Financial Committee nor by the representative of Belgium. For financial assistance to
become a real element of security, all those who signed the Convention, and who might one
day be the victims of aggression, must know in advance whether a unanimous decision of
the Council on this subject was to be regarded by them as an invitation, a recommendation
or an obligation.

He wished to make a suggestion with regard to procedure. If the Financial Committee
was to be able to continue its work, the Committee must give it guiding principles of a political
nature. The reservations made by M. Lange constituted a first obstacle. It was to be
feared that unanimous agreement would not be reached. In these circumstances, he proposed
that the Financial Committee should provide, in its consideration of the question, for different
cases - the working of the Convention in the case of a threat of war or of actual war; decision
to be taken by the Council or by the signatories; general Convention or independent
Convention.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) replied that it would serve
no useful purpose for the Financial Committee to prepare two alternative plans.

In the plan that he had outlined he had provided for both the threat of war and for
actual war: he had not chosen between them, because he was awaiting the instructions of
the Assembly on this precise question, which had nothing to do with technical finance but was
pre-eminently of a political nature.
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In his opinion, the necessary and sufficient condition for the entry into operation of the
plan was unanimity on the part of the Council. Whether this decision were taken in case
of war or of a threat of war would have no effect on the technical structure of the plan
provided.

The most delicate question, and the one on which the Financial Committee required a
definite opinion, was to know whether unanimity on the part of the Council would be sufficient
for putting the plan into operation, or whether the opinion of all the States signing the
Convention was necessary. It would be wise not to make a definite decision on this particular
point without having considered the financial consequences. The Economic Committee was
well aware that this question entailed serious consequences. But it was convinced that its
plan would not be practicable if an opinion were to be required from all the signatories.
Consequently, its plan was based on the authority of the Council, and on that authority alone.

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said that, as far as the so-called political aspect
of the question was concerned, the views of his Government had been very aptly defined
by the Belgian delegate. As regarded the question whether the proposed Convention should
be drafted as an independent text or as part of a general Disarmament Convention, his
Government had no objection to the Convention being - in form, at any rate - a separate
act: possibly it might have to be a separate act. He wished, however, to reiterate one
reservation which had already been made by his Government on several occasions with
regard to the Finnish proposal, namely, that any scheme for financial assistance must form
part of a general scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments.

M. LANGE (Norway) feared that he had been misunderstood. He was in no way opposed
to further examination of the question, nor had he said that the scheme for financial assistance
should not be applicable in the case of threat of war. He had merely stated his opinion that
the question was a very delicate one and that all requisite guarantees should be provided.
He was therefore entirely in favour of a further examination of the question.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) assured the Committee that his Government's point of
view coincided with the principles embodied in point 5, paragraph 1, of the Committee's
report, which said that:

"Instead of fixing a minimum rate of interest and amortisation for any loans that
may be granted, the proposal would be to fix for each guarantor State the annual
maximum amount up to which it might guarantee the service of the loan. "

The Hungarian delegation was following the progress of this question with great interest.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) asked the Committee to excuse him for again
intervening in the debate, but, in spite of the observations of several members of the Committee,
he thought that his ideas had not been expressed with sufficient clearness. M. Lange's
comments in particular had confirmed this impression.

It must be understood that there could be no question at the present moment of persuading
States to enter into undertakings. They would only be asked to give their views (which were
practically identical) in order to allow the Financial Committee to pursue its task. It would
only be complicating the problem if they were to ask the Financial Committee to consider
questions from the various hypothetical standpoints mentioned. He thought that the great
majority of the members of the Committee would be in favour of taking into consideration
both the state of declared war (Article 16 of the Covenant) and the case of threat of war
(Article 11 of the Covenant). In any case, it did not in any way alter the Financial Committee's
scheme. When once the scheme had been prepared, it would be easy to decide to what
cases it should apply. His own feeling in the matter was, however, that, once war had been
declared, financial action would be of very little importance; whereas financial action in
the case of a threat of war might be vital. It might prevent war breaking out.

Replying to the British delegate's remarks, he said that he had, up to the present, had a
separate Convention in view; naturally, it was understood that this separate Convention
would form part of a general plan for the reduction of armaments.

In reply to General Tanczos, he said that he attached the highest importance to the
manner in which he had been supported regarding the definite limited undertakings to be
entered into by the Powers; he asked that this view of future undertakings should be defined
in the report. Unless the Committee decided otherwise, he would draft that part of the
report accordingly.

M. SATO (Japan) said that, with regard to financial action in case of threat of war, his
Government maintained an attitude different from that adopted by most of the speakers.
Like the Norwegian delegation, the Japanese delegation was unable to approve the idea of
extending financial assistance to cases which might arise under the terms of Article 11,
paragraph 1, of the Covenant. He did not think that such assistance would be likely to
pacify the parties to the dispute and dispel an international crisis - which was their object.

On the other hand, the Japanese delegation thought that it would be very desirable
for the League to remind the parties to the dispute of the existence of a scheme for financial
assistance which would operate in support of any party which became the victim of another's
aggression.

With regard to the two other points raised by the Chairman of the Financial Committee,
the Japanese delegation entirely agreed with the ideas put forward by Baron Rolin
Jaequemyns at the beginning of the discussion.
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M. VON SIMSON (Germany) said that the scheme of financial assistance to States victims
of aggression had the full support of his Government. He absolutely endorsed what Baron
Rolin Jaequemyns had said, and quite agreed that the further study of this question should
be asked for.

He would point out at the outset certain difficulties which his Government thought
might arise with regard to action in the case of a threat of war. First of all, there was a
difficulty of procedure. Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, in his first speech, referring to the
procedure under Article 11, had said that the general rule that the parties concerned had the
right to vote should be changed.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), intervening, said that, by exercising its right to
give full powers to a third party, a State could renounce its right of vote, without any change
being made in the Covenant.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) said that, nevertheless, that really amounted to a change,
and he questioned whether it was wise and desirable to change a fundamental rule of the
Covenant for the sake of so very special a thing as the particular Convention under discussion.
He feared, moreover, that in actual fact the position of the Council might even in that way
be rendered more difficult. Under the procedure of Article 11, the Council acted as
mediator and it might make this position more difficult if it took sides in a situation not
yet clearly established. It might impair its own authority as mediator by granting a loan
to one of the parties.

Secondly, the position might change and, as events developed, it might happen that
State A did nothing reprehensible, whilst State B, which had received the loan, attacked A,
so that the Council might be compelled also to grant a loan to A.

The German delegate wished to make reservations on this point, though he had no
objection to the Financial Committee pursuing the study of the question.

M. POLITIS (Greece) had not intended to take part in the discussion, as his ideas coincided
exactly with the Rapporteur's. But the turn the discussion had taken, and particularly
the remarks of the German and Japanese delegates, made him want to say a few words.

The crux of the question was really whether and in what conditions the contemplated
financial assistance could or should extend to the case of a threat of aggression. The speaker
agreed with Baron Rolin Jaequemyns that it was above all in the case of a threat of aggression
that financial assistance would be useful, and likely to be effective, politically as well as
technically.

He thought he was not mistaken in saying thatfrom the technical financial standpoint,
it would be easier to float a loan before hostilities had started than when war had already
broken out and many Governments would find themselves faced with financial complications.

He thought that, if there was a Convention whereby a State which felt itself menaced
by aggression could immediately receive financial assistance to put it in a position to use
its right of legitimate defence, the State having warlike intentions might think twice before
putting its threat into execution and declaring war.

Replying next to M. von Simson on the question of the machinery of financial assistance
in the case of a threat of aggression, M. Politis concurred in the Rapporteur's idea, which
had been shared by several other speakers, namely, that the unanimous decision of the Council
in favour of financial assistance, that is to say, in favour of the application of the Convention
relating thereto, should be sufficient, and that it should be quite unnecessary to secure the
consent of all the other signatories. The Chairman of the Financial Committee had said
that to require the explicit consent of a large number of States at the moment of applying
the Convention would be to render the scheme financially almost unworkable.

Legally and politically he did not see the slightest obstacle in the Covenant, especially
in Article 11. M. von Simson had said it was undesirable to change the Covenant, but the
Covenant indicated the minimum of their obligations and it was open to Members of the
League to go further and increase them - indeed, this was the whole aim of the Committee's
work.

Moreover, had not the Locarno Agreements added to the obligations of the contracting
parties ? If in Article 16 it is a question of recommendations only and not of decisions, in
the Locarno Agreements, on the other hand, it is a resolution which must be immediately
carried out by the contracting parties. Why could the States not do the same as regards
financial assistance ?

Of course, they were no longer on the ground of Article 16 but of Article 11, and it was
quite true that, in Article 11, the Council had to act as mediator and that its decisions were
only of value if both parties accepted them. But was that an imperative provision ? Could
not the parties accept the Council's decision beforehand as binding and immediately
operative ? This seemed consistent with the spirit of Article 11, which says expressly that
the Council " shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the
peace of nations ".

M. CASSIN (France) said he had also thought that the Rapporteur's last statements had
closed the general discussion, but since it had been reopened, he considered it opportune to
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look at the plan under review in relation to the general measures which the Committee on
Arbitration and Security was examining for the prevention of war and aggression.

As representative of the French delegation, he noted with satisfaction the progress
made since the Finnish proposal had been submitted and the British delegation had lent its
valuable support. The work of the year had been of considerable importance and Baron
Rolin Jaequemyns' statement - which he was glad to see had not been contradicted as
regards the thesis relating to the operation of measures of assistance provided simply the
Council was unanimous - was evidence of the progress which could be made in the League
in the most pacific of directions, that of mutual conviction.

The proposal was part of a general movement towards measures for preventing war.
He was sure that financial assistance afforded to a State at a time of crisis was a better method
of preventing war than financial assistance promised to the victim of aggression when such
aggression had already taken place.

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had modestly enquired why he had been appointed Rapporteur
both for this question and for the question of the German Suggestions. The reason was
that there was a link between them and this link again appeared in the application of
Article 11. It had been said that, in connection with Article 11, it would be a delicate
matter to assume further obligations than those which are laid down in the article, but M. von
Simson's suggestions, which had been in the main approved by the French delegation, also
aimed at supplementing in a spirit of goodwill the obligations entered into. They even
provided that resolutions adopted without unanimity, but with a simple or qualified majority,
might be accepted. It was therefore legally possible for States - which, like France, thought
that financial assistance formed part of the measures which the Council might take at a
crisis - to maintain this attitude. It only remained to examine the method of application,
and on this point certain reservations must be made. No Powers Members of the League
which entered on their own account into wider undertakings than those laid down in
Article 11 - for example, an undertaking to renounce the unanimity of the Council 
could pledge third Powers. A Power which had not signed the Convention could not be
compelled to give financial assistance unless unanimity had been reached. These legal
questions, however, did not appear to raise difficulties as to the principle involved.

M. UNDEN (Sweden) said that he desired to leave on one side the important questions
raised by M. Cassin concerning the interpretation of the articles of the Covenant; they had
been studied in M. Rutgers' Memorandum and the Committee had just come to a decision
on the subject.

According to the explanations furnished by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, the question
before them was, not of binding Governments by a Convention, but of giving guiding principles
to the Financial Committee. It was understood that the latter would be asked to frame a
text, taking as a basis the hypothesis of a unanimous decision by the Council without the
participation of States which were not Members of the Council. The draft would then be
submitted to the Committee on Arbitration and Security and would be finally submitted to
the next ordinary session of the Assembly or to the Disarmament Conference, according to
circumstances.

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. Unden had given an excellent summary of the discussion
and that, in the light of the statements made, the Committee might ask the Rapporteur
to submit, as soon as he found it convenient, a report on which it would take a decision.

The proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thought he was interpreting the Committee's wishes in thanking the
Chairman of the Financial Committee for his valuable help and lucid explanations.

22. Preparation of a Draft Convention on the Supervision of the Private Manufaeture and
Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War:
Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Assembly at its eighth ordinary session
had asked the Special Commission entrusted with the study of this question to draw up a single
text which would allow of an international Conference being convened as early as possible.
After having tried to reconcile the various points of view, the Commission had only been able
to record the fact that the divergences of opinion had been irreconcilable, and that it could
not submit a final single text.

On the other hand, the following draft resolution, submitted by the delegation of
Salvador, had been referred to the Committee by the President of the Assembly:

" The Assembly,

" Having taken note of the report and preliminary draft Convention drawn up
by the Special Commission appointed to prepare a draft Convention on the Supervision
of the Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition
and of Implements of War, as also of the resolution adopted by the Council on this
subject on August 30th, 1928,

" Observes with regret that, owing to fundamental differences of opinion which
still exist, the Commission has not found it possible to submit a single final text as
desired by the Assembly;
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" Being convinced of the urgent necessity of drawing up a Convention which,
while placing non-producing and producing countries on an equal footing, would facilitate
the ratification of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition
and in Implements of War, signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925,

"Refers to its successive resolutions passed at each of its previous ordinary sessions,
beginning with the first session in 1920, in which resolutions it has constantly urged
the importance of the problem of the manufacture of arms and the necessity of convening
a Conference as speedily as possible, and refers also to the numerous resolutions adopted
by the Council on the same question; and

"Requests the Council to exert its influence with the States Members of the
League of Nations in order to overcome the obstacles which have hitherto prevented
the holding of such a Conference, and thus make it possible to convene a Conference
in the spring of 1929."

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), Chairman of the Special Commission, stated that, in
spite of the pessimistic tone of the report adopted by the Special Commission - a tone
which was, to a certain extent, justifiable - there was nevertheless one point on which
progress had been achieved.

He recalled the fact that the work of the Special Commission had been based mainly
on the Third Committee's report to the 1927 Assembly, and he read the following passage
from this document:

"The Committee was almost unanimous in considering that this solution might
perhaps be sought in a Convention which, while subjecting private manufacture to
supervision, would extend to State manufacture such of the supervisory regulations
as more particularly concern publicity; this would satisfy the non-producing countries,
and at the same time would meet the wish of certain other countries that consideration
should be given to the special conditions of State manufacture. "

Up to its last meeting, the Commission had not been able to reach unanimity on the
principle in question. At the present moment, unanimity had been reached, but there were
still differences of opinion as regards the extent of supervision and publicity, so much so that
it had been thought impossible to submit a single text and to frame a preliminary draft,
because this would not admit of the principal aim being attained, namely, the ratification
of the Convention on the Trade in Arms, which was delayed by the fact that the Convention
on the Manufacture of Arms did not yet exist.

The essential question for the moment was to know what action was to be taken; they
could not sit with folded hands. The Committee's Rapporteur, M. Guerrero, had submitted
a draft resolution asking the Council to use its influence with the States Members of the League
in order to remove the obstacles which had prevented the Conference from meeting. He
himself further submitted to his colleagues the idea of convening the Special Commission
anew, either before or after the next meeting of the Council. Perhaps at the end of three
months, the distance between the various points of view would not be so great.

It had been thought that the next meeting of the Special Commission might commence
simultaneously with that of the Preparatory Commission. The hopes expressed by the
French representative on the subject of this Commission had been somewhat dashed by Lord
Cushendun's speech, and it was no longer certain that the Preparatory Commission would
meet next winter.

In any case, he asked the Committee to see what could be done to ensure the continuance
of the work on the manufacture of arms.

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.)
(The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.)

SIXTH MEETING.
Held on Saturday, September 15th, 1928, at 4.15 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

23. Preparation of a Draft Convention on Supervision of the Private Manufacture and
Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War
(Continuation of the discussion) : Appointment of a Drafting Committee.

M. SATO (Japan) said he agreed with what Count Bernstorff had said the day before
as to the future work of the Special Commission, and thought, like him, that the work already
done should not be scrapped and that they should go on striving to reach a complete
understanding. He therefore suggested that an amendment be made in the last paragraph
of the draft resolution submitted by the delegate of Salvador, which did not make it quite
clear whether the Governments were requested to continue the discussion in the Special
Commission, and merely expressed the hope that the Conference would be convened.


