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The delegate of Japan suggested that the last paragraph of the draft resolution be
redrafted as follows:

" The Assembly,
" Requests the Council to appeal to the States Members of the League of Nations

with a view to submitting the differences of opinion to an exhaustive examination
on their part, and to contemplate another meeting of the Special Commission before
the next session of the Council in order that the Conference may be convened at the
nearest possible date."
M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, did not think that stress should be laid upon the

immediate necessity for solving the difficulties.
A resolution for an enquiry into the private manufacture of arms had been adopted at

the first session of the Assembly; it was only at the second ordinary session of the
Assembly that, under this first head, supervision of the international trade in arms was
added. It was an interesting fact that this second question was the first to be ready
for submission to an international conference, while the supervision over private
manufacture, prescribed by Article 8 of the Covenant, was still under discussion.

The Special Commission had done its best to agree upon a single text, but insuperable
differences of views had arisen. M. Guerrero thought that a way might be found to reconcile
these difficulties, which related to two points: the classes of armaments to be included in
the Convention and the degree of publicity to be required for State manufactures.

These were fundamental differences and the speaker did not think the Third Committee
was in a position to ask the Assembly to convene a Conference. A last attempt should be
made and perhaps it might prove successful. The members who had objected to publishing
the weights, numbers and value of State manufactures, as was provided for in the first draft
Convention, had given no reason for their opposition and perhaps they might not persist
in it.

As regards procedure, M. Guerrero did not quite agree with M. Sato, and he thought
the Chairman of the Special Commission should be asked to appoint a sub-committee which
would make a final effort to reach an agreement on the questions outstanding.

In conclusion, M. Guerrero urged that the public must not be allowed to think agreement
was impossible on a question which everybody, and especially the League of Nations, had
been exploring.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Guerrero if the committee he contemplated would have to be
appointed at once.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, replied in the affirmative.

The CHAIRMAN observed that the Special Commission included States which did not
belong to the League of Nations.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, did not think that was a decisive objection.
The reservations expressed in the Special Commission were not personal opinions, but the
utterances of the States through their delegates.

On the other hand, it was impossible to ask the Council to convene an international
Conference for spring 1929 unless the obstacles encountered by the Committee had first
been eliminated.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not think his powers as Chairman of the Special
Commission enabled him to appoint a sub-committee without consulting the Commission.
This would mean first summoning the Special Commission, and he doubted whether the
United States would be able to send a representative at once.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, said that, since the question had been brought
before the Third Committee, the Chairman of that Committee could decide to appoint a
sub-committee.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should take a decision with regard to
M. Guerrero's proposal at the end of the discussion.

M. JOUHAUX (France) reminded the members that as, during the earlier stages of the
work, he had displayed marked optimism, they must not accuse him of pessimism after
hearing the statement which he was about to make. There was a right time for saying all
things.

The problem before the Third Committee was an important factor of the general question
of disarmament, because there could be no security if complete freedom in the manufacture
of arms and ammunition continued to exist. The phrase in Article 8 of the Covenant which
had given rise to so much discussion had been inserted precisely because it was considered
that the private manufacture of arms was liable to have dangerous effects upon the peace of
the world. This consideration had led the Council to appoint the Temporary Mixed
Commission, which had got to work with youthful enthusiasm and possibly with too great a
measure of confidence. The first Chairman of that Commission showed the faith of its
members. In his opening speech, he pointed out that the essential matter was not so much
to embody principles in a text as to endeavour to apply those principles. It was always
possible to support a principle and yet really oppose it by making the methods of its
application inoperative.

On examining the present situation, M. Jouhaux had been led to the conclusion that,
even if they had not retreated from their original position in regard to this question,
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Governments had at any rate very much marked time. In his opinion, the draft Convention
on the Manufacture of Arms somewhat resembled the Peau de Chagrin. The original proposal
drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission was possibly too complete and provided
too many guarantees. That text had not, however, been accepted, and a second draft had
been prepared, which had also been cut down considerably. What the Commission now had
before it was a considerably modified version of that text.

It was true that Governments which formerly opposed publicity in regard to State
manufacture had now agreed to this, but this apparent progress, instead of strengthening
the Convention, had lessened its value from the point of view of supervision. After
recognising the necessity of treating State and private manufacture on identical lines,
although by different methods, the authors of the text had endeavoured to give the first
place to publicity in regard to State manufacture, with the result that, under cover of this
modest measure of publicity, private manufacture would recover a certain amount of the
freedom of which the Convention deprived it.

M. Jouhaux stated that he could not accept the proposed text, because he considered
that, by so doing, not only would the members of the Committee be made to look rather
ridiculous, but they would be lying to themselves and deceiving public opinion.

Although he supported publicity in regard to State manufacture, he recognised the
difference between State and private manufacture. State manufacture of arms was in any
case subject to a certain measure of supervision - though this might be thought inadequate -
on the part of public opinion.

It was alleged that private manufacture in the different countries was also subject to
supervision, but certain recent events, which it was unnecessary to recall, had shown that
this supervision was much too elastic, since private firms had been able, in certain cases,
to supply arms and thus prolong wars, increasing the number of victims by tens of thousands.
This fact should be borne in mind in drawing up a Convention on the Private Manufacture
of Arms.

Lastly, as M. Guerrero had reminded them, the question of the supervision of private
manufacture had been raised in principle by the Covenant and thus lay at the foundation
of the whole structure of the League of Nations. This principle had led the Temporary
Mixed Commission to draw up the Convention on the International Trade in Arms. That
Convention existed, but it had not been ratified. When they accepted it, States manufacturing
arms, recognising the legitimate claims put forward by importing States, assumed the moral
obligation to accept a Convention on the Private Manufacture of Arms, which should serve
to supplement the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and establish equality
of treatment for all concerned. States were therefore under this moral obligation, which
must not be forgotten, and the Committee was rightinasking for positive, notfictitious, results.

M. Jouhaux said that he desired to draw the Committee's attention to a certain point
connected with publicity. It was considered desirable that the rules of publicity should
be the same for.private and for State manufacture. This publicity was originally to include
three items: weight, number and value. It was later decided that publicity should be
confined to value.

As regards State manufacture, value might be a useful indication, since means existed
for ascertaining this, such as parliamentary decisions and the budgets of the various States.
Moreover, in the case of the State manufacture of arms, profits were excluded and the value
represented the cost price.

When dealing with private manufacture, it would be necessary to specify whether the
value indicated represented the cost price or the sale price. This point might give rise to
disputes, suspicions and difficulties between the various States. As far as public opinion
was concerned, therefore, the total value of privately manufactured arms was useless as an
element of publicity.

M. Jouhaux also pointed out that, in the draft Convention, certain delegations had
declared themselves against publicity in regard to aircraft, on the ground that it was difficult
to distinguish between civil and military aircraft. He had taken part in many discussions
on the matter in the Temporary Mixed Commission and the experts had unanimously agreed
that it was possible to distinguish between civil and military aircraft and also that it was
very easy to convert civil into military aircraft. In contemplating the possibility of war,
it was always contemplated as consisting of chemical warfare and air warfare, and therefore
to say that -there should be no mention of aircraft in publicity with regard to armaments
would mean that this publicity would be totally inadequate. Category II of the Convention
on the Trade in Arms covered " arms and ammunition capable of use both for military
and other purposes ". Aircraft certainly came under that heading.

The League of Nations had been created to combat war and to make it impossible, and
whenever questions similar *to that now occupying the Committee's attention were under
discussion, the possibility of war was a priori raised. He did not see why, in the event of
war, neutral States which might be threatened by war should be relieved of their obligations
to publish particulars of the arms manufactured by them. Who was to decide whether
neutral States were really threatened by war ? If neutral States which were no longer under
the obligation of publishing the statistics desired were thus able to furnish arms to the
belligerents, the inclusion of a stipulation to this effect in a Convention was certainly not
going to help to combat war.

He therefore thought that they should get to work again. They could not claim to
have drawn up a text which satisfied public opinion, and it was to be feared that, if they
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merely began to discuss it again, without any further revision, the same negative results
would be obtained. It was necessary to find out in the first place whether the members of a
Committee engaged on work of this kind were genuinely desirous of achieving definite results,
or whether the aim of certain delegates was not rather to put forward views conflicting one
with another and making the Committee's task an absolutely impossible one. This question,
which was of fundamental importance from the moral standpoint, affected, not'only the
Commission dealing with the question of the manufacture of arms, but the whole work of
the League of Nations. Sincerity must not merely be displayed in drafting texts, but in
acts also; otherwise, a deadlock was inevitable.

It would not do, however, to endeavour to atone for the absence of an International
Disarmament Conference next year by convening an International Conference on the
Manufacture of Arms. The compensation would be somewhat meagre and was not likely
to satisfy the legitimate demands of public opinion.

Moreover, State manufacture, as referred to in the Convention to be concluded, was
intimately connected with the question of State armaments, and it was only natural that
on this point the question should be bound up with a Convention for the general limitation
of armaments. He thought that, instead of replacing a general Disarmament Conference
by a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms, it would be more advantageous to hold the two
Conferences at the same time or, better still, convene only one Conference, at which a special
section would be reserved for the question of the manufacture of arms. In this way, a
further Conference at a later date to co-ordinate the texts adopted at the earlier Conferences
would be unnecessary. It was therefore advisable to connect up the two questions, which
could quite easily be done.

On the other hand, it might be said that, with regard to security, the preparatory work
had gone as far as it could go. The means were available and the only question to be
considered was whether they were going to be used. It was the essential duty of the League
to see that they were used. Otherwise people would fail to understand the League's utility.

In conclusion, M. Jouhaux expressed the wish that the question should be brought before
the Assembly, and that the Commission's difficulties should be submitted to that body, to
enable it to realise the important moral issues involved. He trusted that, with full particulars
before it, the Assembly would be able to give precise indications ior the future course of the
work and would record its opinion that the time had come to pass from words to deeds, in
order that a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms, forming part of an international
Disarmament Conference, might become a reality.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the report of Baron Rolin Jaequemyns on the subject
of financial assistance to States victims of aggression had just been circulated. He thanked
the Rapporteur for his promptness and expressed the desire to see the Commission come to a
decision that day on the document, so that the Assembly might include the draft in its agenda.

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said the speaker who had preceded him had dealt
with one or two points on which the Special Commission had met with difficulties which
appeared for the moment insuperable, one of which he had described as a point of capital
importance, namely, the point which occurred in the remarks annexed to Article 5 (document
A.43.1928). The first of those remarks was to the effect that certain delegations declared
themselves against the inclusion of Categories I B, II B and IV in that article. Category
IV was aircraft, and was divided into two headings: (1) aircraft, assembled or dismantled;
and (2) aircraft engines. As representing his Government at the recent meeting of the Special
Commission, he felt that he bore most, if not all, of the responsibility for that remark. His
Government had started from the principle that it was impossible to discriminate between civil
and military aircraft, and considered that it would be inappropriate, in a Convention which
dealt explicitly with the manufacture of arms and munitions and implements of war, to restrict
civil aviation, which was now being used in certain remote parts of the world to make life
tolerable, if not actually possible.

The attention of the British Government had been drawn to the fact that there already
existed a Category II, which referred to articles capable of use both for military and other
purposes. That was true, but he submitted that that was rather a different case. A reference
to the headings to that category would show that the articles referred to in it were essentially
lethal weapons. On the other hand, aeroplanes were capable in peace-time of the most
beneficient uses, and his Government felt that any attempt to hamper the aircraft industry
might be a retrograde step.

He hoped, however, to be able to dispel some of the gloom that had brooded over the
discussion by saying that his Government, having reflected carefully on the discussions of the
Special Commission, while still maintaining their point of view and reserving their doubts,
were yet prepared, in the interests of conciliation, to agree to the inclusion in the Convention
of all aircraft under the same conditions as articles appearing in the other categories.

There might be other points on which the views of the British Government might be
modified, but if, as he understood, the Committee was not at present entering on a full
discussion of the terms of the Convention, it was perhaps unnecessary for him at the moment
to go into them.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said that since he had put his name down the debate had
considerably developed. The delegate of France had raised the question of a fusion between
the general Conference on Disarmament and the Conference on the Supervision of the
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Manufacture of Arms. If this were a definite proposal, a prior question would thereby
be raised. The Spanish delegation did not object to that way of thinking, but, so far, only
two texts had been laid before the Committee, those by M. Guerrero and M. Sato respectively,
and he thought that they should confine themselves to those two documents.

The general opinion seemed to be that there was no room for optimism. Differences of
opinion still persisted and had been mentioned in the report of the last session of the Special
Commission. Nor could they expect a sudden change of attitude on the part of the
Governments.

They could request the Assembly to ask the Council to renew its efforts towards removing
the difficulties which had arisen, so that the Conference might assemble at the earliest possible
date.

The Committee could not bind the Council, which must remain free to decide what
action it should take. If it considered, as one might hope, the wishes of the Assembly, it
would communicate once more with the Governments. What attitude would these adopt ?
It is impossible to forecast, but the possibility of convening the Special Commission would
depend on their answer. It was therefore impossible to foresee the date of the Conference
on Supervision of Private Manufacture.

The speaker had studied those problems for many years and he was in favour of the idea
of supervision, but he did not think it advisable to convene a Conference prematurely, for
such action could be harmful to the prestige of the League.

M. Guerrero had said that the Commission could appoint a sub-committee, but the latter
could do no more than submit a report to the Third Committee. The situation would,
however, be the same in two days as it was that afternoon, nor was it probable that it would
change between then and the following Friday.

M. JOUHAUX (France) wished to submit a draft resolution. He apologised for the hasty
drafting of the text, and also for the necessity in which he was placed of having to ascertain
the opinion of his delegation. The draft resolution contained the substance of M. Guerrero's
and M. Sato's proposals and it upheld the exist ng connection between the two Conventions,
while leaving the Council entirely free to decide the question ot convening a separate
Conference it necessary. It was as follows:

"The Assembly,
" Considering that there is a connecting link between the general Convention on the

Limitation of Armaments and the Conventions on the international trade in and the
manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war,

" Requests the Council to send an appeal to the States Members of the League of
Nations with the object of submitting the differences of opinion which emerged during
the discussion of the draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and
of Implements of War to a careful examination which would enable a further meeting of
the Special Commission to be called in order that the preparatory work of that Commission
may be completed by the time of the convening of the general Conference on
Disarmament, and, failing such a general Conference, that a special Conference on the
Supervision of the Manufacture of Arms may be held."

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, was of opinion that the Committee was engaged in
exhausting all possible burial formulae, for a similar text to that of M. Jouhaux had already
been adopted by the Assembly in 1926.

This text showed the connection between the question under discussion and the more
general question of the reduction of armaments. In 1927, however, it was realised that this
would lead to nothing and that agreement could perhaps be more easily reached on a relatively
simple question - the supervision of private manufacture, for instance - than on the much
more complex question of reduction of armaments.

His conclusion was that M. Jouhaux's proposal went back to the state of things existing
in 1926, and he could not therefore agree with M. Jouhaux.

He also understood now that the convening of the sub-committee, which he had proposed
would not serve any useful purpose. He noted the persistence of differences of opinion and
the fact that none of the reservations had been withdrawn which occurred in the draft single
text submitted to the Council.

It was likewise useless to hope that the Council could convene a Conference for next
year.

Under those conditions, the speaker concluded by expressing his intention of maintaining
his first proposal, as corrected by M. Sato's amendment, for to go on speaking of a connection
between the supervision of the manufacture of arms and disarmament would be the best
means of delaying agreement on the question of the private manufacture of arms.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) supported the draft resolution submitted by M. Jouhaux,
although its text was not final.

The text mentioned a connection between the question of the private manufacture of
arms and the general disarmament question. He (the speaker) seemed to remember that, at
the last Assembly, a number of delegations had asserted the close relation which existed
between these two questions.

M. Jouhaux's proposal, moreover, adopted that of the delegate of Japan, which had been
supported by M. de Palacios, and which he (the speaker) considered very sound. He could
not see how in one and the same text one could say that fundamental differences of opinion
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existed and then go on to say that a Conference should be convened as quickly as possible.
How could such differences of opinion be removed unless the Special Commission made a
further study ?

He therefore contemplated the convening of the Special Commission at the earliest possible

date before the next Council, and he was confident that it would succeed in its work.
He said that he had followed the whole of the work which had been done that year, and

as a result he considered the pessimism which was shown during the debate entirely
unjustified. There were deep differences of opinion among the members of the Commission
on the point whether State manufactures should be subject to supervision and publicity, but
these differences no longer existed. On other questions complete agreement had not been
reached, but these were far from being of equal importance. On one of them, indeed, the

British delegation already shared the opinion of the Commission majority. They ought not,
therefore, to give up hope of a possible agreement.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) pointed out the need, if it was desired that the Special
Commission should meet once more, for a definite resolution to that effect. The date of that
meeting depended on the agreement arrived at among the members of that Commission.

He therefore suggested that a Drafting Committee should be elected for the purpose
of submitting a text co-ordinating the various proposals submitted.

The answer to the question whether there would be one Conference only or two could be

deferred to a later date: it would perhaps be advisable to create a kind of emulation between
the Preparatory Commission and the Spec al Commission, so that one of these two Conferences
should e able to meet without waiting until the other had been convened.

The CHAIRMAN said he would submit to the Committee before the end of the meeting
the question of the election of a Drafting Committee.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that certain essential and welcome truths had emerged from
the discussion first, M. d arinis's statement that fundamental divergences no longer
existed; then the fairly widespread hope that if the Special Commission was to meet again,
there was a chance that an agreement would be reached; and, finally, that it was premature
to contemplate a date for the international Conference and even to consider at the present time
the question whether this Conierence would be a special one or connected with the general
Conference on Disarmament.

He expressed the hope that this Conference would be able to meet at the end of 1929
or at the beginning of 1930. Many ideas were in the air. The best thing, therefore, would
be to form a sub-committee, composed of M. Guerrero, M. Sato and M. Jouhaux, to draw up
a text and submit a formula for unanimous acceptance.

M. LANGE (Norway) expressed the same doubts as M. Guerrero, and was of opinion

that, if the problem was approached from the aspect indicated by M. Jouhaux, they would
lay themselves open to disappointment.

He admired the robust optimism of General de Marinis, who had stated even in 1926 that

a close connection should be established between the two problems, thanks to which a speedy
meeting of the general Conference on the Reduction of Armaments might be hoped for. But,
after the experience of the last two years, he could not feel convinced by the Italian
representative's arguments.

It was true that a connection did exist between the two problems, but it was also

undeniable that the question of the supervision the manufacture of arms could be solved
independently of the general problem of disarmament.

He had wished to express this opinion so that the Drafting Committee might clearly see
that M. Guerrero's ideas were shared by some of his colleagues. If the point of view developed
in M. Jouhaux's amendment were urged, it would perhaps be difficult to arrive at satisfactory
results.

M. SATO (Japan) hoped that the date accepted by the Japanese delegation for the
convening of the Special Commission would be accepted by the other delegations.

Hitherto the Japanese delegation had been criticised for its unyielding attitude. This
year the position was different; in any event, however, the Japanese Government would, as
always, co-operate in the future work of the Commission with all possible goodwill.

M. JOUHAUX (France) desired to define his idea and intentions.
His proposal implied that the Special Commission could not meet until the Assembly

had given an opinion on the matter under discussion, had indicated the lines on which this
Special Commission was to work, and had made a solemn appeal to the Governments.

He would point out that, directly the question of State manufacture had arisen, the
question of the manufacture of arms had been bound up with that of disarmament. Inpoint
of fact, in speaking of State manufacture, they were speaking of the armaments of a State.

If M. Lange feared that the Conference on the Manufacture of Arms would be postponed
indefinitely because the general Conference on Disarmament would not be held, he, for his
part, might fear that a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms might be substituted for a

general Conference on Disarmament. He further reminded the Committee that the last
paragraph of his proposal ran as follows: " failing such a general Conference, that a special
Conference on the Manufacture of Arms may be held ".

He agreed to form part of a Drafting Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee the appointment of which had been
suggested by M. Motta should be composed of the following members : Count BERNSTORFF,
M. GUERRERO, M. SATO and M. JOUHAUX.

The proposal was adopted.

24. Adoption of the Report and Draft Resolution concerning Financial Assistance to States
Victims of Aggression (Annex 1).

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, submitted to the Committee his draft
report and the following draft resolution:

" The Assembly:

" (1) Expresses its satisfaction with the work of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security and the Financial Committee in connection with the scheme for financial
assistance;

"(2) Requests the Council to invite the Financial Committee to continue the
preparation of this scheme in the form of a draft Convention, bearing in mind the
directions given in the report submitted to the Assembly at its ninth ordinary session
on behalf of its Third Committee;

"(3) Expresses the hope that a full draft Convention, complete in all its details, may
be submitted to the Assembly at its tenth ordinary session."
Perhaps, suggested the Rapporteur, the following paragraph might be added to the endof the draft resolution:

" Invites the Secretary-General to submit the draft Convention, as soon as it is
prepared, to the Governments in order that they may give instructions to their delegates
at the tenth ordinary session of the Assembly. "
M. MOTTA (Switzerland) warmly supported the amendment proposed by the Rapporteur,

since it clearly expressed the idea that the Governments were not yet pledged, and that'they
had merely to undertake to study the matter.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) approved M. Motta's statement.
Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that this addition confirmed

what was already contained in the report, but that it was really not necessary, as the wholereport was conceived in that spirit.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) thought it his duty to thank the Special Commission and theFinancial Committee for their work during the past year, in view of the fact that certaindelegates had been good enough, at the previous meeting, to refer to the scheme for financialassistance as the " Finnish proposal ". A comparison of the work accomplished at thatafternoon's meeting and the situation a year ago would show the extent of the progress realised.
The report and draft resolution, with the amendment proposed, were adopted.
(The Committee rose at 7 p.m.)

SEVENTH MEETING.
Held on Monday, September 17th, 1928, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

25. Adoption of the Draft Resolution relating to Supervision of the Private Manufacture
and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms, and Ammunition and of Implements
of War.

The CIAIRMAN opened the discussion on the following draft resolution, submitted by theDrafting Committee:

" The Assembly,
"Having taken note of the report and preliminary draft Convention drawn up bythe Special Commission appointed to prepare a draft Convention on the Supervision ofthe Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition

and of Implements of War;
" Observing that the Commission has not yet found it possible to submit a singlefinal text as desired by the Assembly;
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"Affirming 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;

" Referring 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 for
convening a Conference as speedily as possible;

"Confirming the fact that a connection exists between the general question of the
reduction and limitation of armaments and the question of the international trade in
arms and also of that of the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war:

"Requests the Council to make an appeal, at its present session, to the Governments
represented on the Special Commission to examine carefully the differences of view
revealed during the last session of the Commission, and to consider calling another meeting
of the Commission before the next Council session, in order that the work of the
Commission may be completed as soon as possible and submitted to a special Conference,
which would meet either at the same time as the general Conference for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments, or at an earlier date.'"

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) approved of the draft resolution submitted to the Committee,
but he wished to move an amendment to it. It was pointed out, in the course of the discussion,
by Count Bernstorff and General de Marinis among others, that some progress had been made
and that reasonable optimism was justified. He thought some mention of this should be
made in the resolution and that the following words should be added to the second
paragraph 2 : " although the Commission agreed that the principle of publicity should extend
to government manufactures "

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not believe that the Drafting Committee would take
any exception to that proposal.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) supported M. Loudon's proposal.
The amendment was adopted.

M. LOUWERS (Belgium) noted that it was stated in the resolution that there was a
connection between the general question of the reduction of armaments and the question of
the international trade in arms. He did not dispute that view, but it should be clearly
understood that the reservations made by the Belgian delegation on the question of the
arms which should be subjected to regulations were not affected thereby.

It was further stated in the draft resolution that the Assembly " requests the Council to
send, during the present session, an appeal ... . Should this be done before the end of the
session ?

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), as the Chairman of the Drafting Committee, wished it to
be understood that all reservations remained in force until the subject came up ior discussion
again. As regarded the passage referred to by M. Louwers, the speaker explained that the
idea was that they should ask the present Council to make that appeal at the present session
so that, thanks to that appeal, the Special Commission might arrive at a result in the course
of its next session, which would take place in December or in January, according to the
dec:sion which might be adopted as to the date and number of Council sessions.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) was of opinion that the essential point was to state that the
Conference was to establish a Convention. This could be done by adding at the end of the
last paragraph the words: " and which would establish a Convention providing for the
supervision of private manufacture and for effective publicity with regard to the State
manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war ".

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, supported this proposal, and, in regard to the
first part of the last paragraph, presumed that the Council, in sending its appeal to the
Governments represented on the Special Commission, would at the same time forward to them
the Minutes of the last session of the Special Commission, in order that they might see exactly
what the differences of opinion were which had arisen. He thought that mention of this should
be made in the report.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) had no objection. He said that, if the point raised by
M. Loudon had not been brought out so explicitly in the resolution, it was because the Drafting
Committee had thought that the first paragraph of the resolution was sufficient. He had no
objection to the adoption of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the decision to adopt M. Loudon's first amendment was the
right one, but he did not think it advisable to define too closely the terms of reference of the
Special Commission, or its nature and task, for this might give rise to certain apprehensions
on the part of the Governments represented.

M. CABALLERO (Paraguay) supported M. Loudon's amendment, but he pointed out that
it contained no provision in regard to the publicity of the private manufacture of arms, unless
it was held that the word " supervision " also covered publicity.



48 -

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) did not insist further on his amendment, since there seemed to
be general agreement on the idea he had put forward.

The draft resolution was adopted, with the proposed amendment in the second paragraph.

26. Adoption of the Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security relating
to Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant (Annex 2).

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, submitted his draft report. He merely wished to
state that, in drafting it, he had taken account of what had been said during the discussion
and, in doing so, he thought that the best way to proceed was to quote as much of the text as
possible, otherwise he would have had to go into detailed explanations which would have
added unduly to the length of his report.

He noted that there had been some hesitation in regard to the last paragraph of the draft
resolution, in which the desire was expressed that other articles of the Covenant should likewise
be examined. His attention had been called to the fact that the Chairman of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security had declared, at the close of the third session, that the
continuation of the Committee's work depended on a resolution of the Assembly.

He had therefore refrained from saying, as had been originally intended, " that the other
articles would be referred for examination to the Committee on Arbitration and Security
in the course of its subsequent sessions ", and he had used somewhat less definite terms. If
the Committee decided to adopt the vaguer formula of the draft resolution, it would be
necessary to alter the end of the third paragraph, which read as follows: " substantial
support in Article 13, paragraph 4, a thorough study of which should be undertaken at one of
the next sessions of the Committee ", and to replace these words by " which it would be
desirable to study ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) expressed concern at the reasons adduced by M. Politis in
support of the alterations in the draft, which he proposed on the strength of considerations
of a rather perplexing nature.

They seemed to imply that the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which had been
appointed within the Preparatory Commission, was not a permanent organ, and that the
Preparatory Commission would not be entitled to refer to that body questions which it would
be opportune or desirable to examine in view of the aims they were pursuing. If this
interpretation were correct, it might tend to narrow down to a considerable extent the
Committee on Arbitration and Security's terms of reference.

The speaker then read the following passage of the resolution adopted by the last
Assembly, by which the Committee had been created:

" 3. Requests the Council to give the Preparatory Commission, whose task will not
be confined to the preparation of an initial Conference on the Limitation and Reduction
of Armaments, and whose work must continue until the final goal has been achieved, the
necessary instructions for the creation without delay of a Committee consisting of
representatives of all the States which have seats on the Commission and are Members
of the League of Nations, other States represented on the Commission being invited to
sit on it if they so desire.

" This Committee would be placed at the Commission's disposal and its duty would
be to consider, on the lines indicated by the Commission, the measures capable of giving
all States the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them to fix
the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures in an international disarmament
agreement.

" The Assembly considers that these measures should be sought:
" In action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and

co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration and security;
" In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs

of the League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform
their obligations under the various articles of the Covenant;

" In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude among
themselves, irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, with a view to making
their commitments proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other
nature existing between them and othem and or States;

" And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform
it of the measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations
under the Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event
of a conflict breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular
case, either all its forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith
intervene in the conflict to support the Council's decisions or recommendations. "

The conclusion M. Paul-Boncour drew therefrom was that the Committee's programme
was of a vast and comprehensive nature and that, however hard they might have worked, they
could not claim to have exhausted it. It would therefore be highly undesirable to create an
impression that the Preparatory Commission could be deprived of the means to study the
measures calculated to facilitate its task.
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The speaker held the opinion, no doubt shared by many of his colleagues, that the
Committee on Arbitration and Security should be put in a position to pursue its work
concurrently with the work of the Preparatory Commission.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) stated that M. Politis had drawn his attention to words
which he, M. Benes, had said in one of the Committee's debates. These words might lead to
a wrong inference. They were as follows :

" We do not know whether the Assembly will entrust other work to us, but, in any
case, we have completed the tasks which so far have been assigned to us. "
The delegate of Czechoslovakia would not like the inference to be drawn from his words

that he himself was of opinion that the programme entrusted to the Committee had been
exhausted. He had merely wished to convey: (1) that certain concrete questions calling
for immediate settlement had been settled; (2) that the other questions for discussion would
be examined as and when the Council and the Assembly so decided.

The speaker further pointed out that it was beyond doubt - and the Minutes of the
proceedings bore him out - that, in the intention of those who recommended the creation
of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, that Committee was to remain in existence as
long as the Preparatory Commission itself.

He wished to offer a third and last remark: the principal questions earmarked for
examination this year had been dealt with, although some questions which had not yet been
sufficiently studied had been reserved for a later session. In the course of last year's debates
a new session of the Committee had been contemplated, but no final decision had as yet been
adopted on that point.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Paul-Boncour whether the explanations given by M. Benes
seemed to him satisfactory.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) replied in the affirmative.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, was also satisfied with M. Benes' explanations, which
had made clear that the Committee had not finished its work, that it was not dissolved and that
it was still a durable, if not a permanent, organ.

He would like to have one point very definitely fixed to prevent any confusion later,
namely, that the Committee on Arbitration and Security, being a Committee appointed by the
Preparatory Commission, did not require an Assembly vote or instructions from the Council
in order to continue its work, but simply a decision of the Preparatory Commission.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said that this was quite in accordance with precedent.
The Preparatory Commission had appointed the Committee on Arbitration and Security

and had settled the Committee's original programme of work at its first meeting. It was,
therefore the business of the Preparatory Commission to give instructions to the Committee
on Arbitration and Security and indicate the lines on which its work should be continued.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) thought that, if this point of view were adopted, the original
text of M. Politis' report might stand.

He desired to ask what would be the membership of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security in the future.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) replied that it was for the Council to determine the
composition of the Preparatory Commission and, consequently, ot the Committee on
Arbitration and Security.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the resolution adopted at the last ordinary
session of the Assembly laid down that the Committee should consist of representatives of
all the States which had seats on the Commission and were Members of the League,
the other States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so desired.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, thought it would be best to keep to the original text
of his report. In that case, the end of the draft resolution would have to be brought into
line with his draft.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) did not think that, in the ordinary course, it was for
the Assembly or the Council to fix the date of the meetings and settle the agenda of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security. The Committee had been brought into being by the
Preparatory Commission and was under that Commission. It should not take instructions
from more than one quarter.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) was glad to see that all doubts had been removed as to the
existence of the Committee, and that it remained an instrument at the disposal of the
Preparatory Commission.

That being the case, the last part of the resolution, which had been intentionally drafted
in somewhat vague terms, would have to be made more definite. The passage ran:
"recommends that a study should be undertaken of the other articles of the Covenant . . . ",
without stating to whom the recommendation was addressed. It would have to be made
clear that it was to the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) thought that the wording of the third paragraph
of the report should be altered. Moreover, he did not approve of the amendment proposed

4.
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for the last sentence of the resolution. He took the view that the decision here belonged to
the Preparatory Commission. It was therefore unnecessary for the Assembly to recommend
that the study should be made by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

The CHAIRMAN observed that there was some disagreement among members of the
Committee, since the amendment to the report, which had been dropped by its author, was
now taken up by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said he had submitted a new wording to meet the
wishes expressed by several members of the Committee, but that he personally would prefer
to keep the original wording.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) suggested that the third paragraph of the report should end
as follows:

". . . A thorough study of which should be embarked upon as soon as possible."
M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) suggested that this comparatively unimportant discussion

might end. He gathered that they were all agreed that it was for the Preparatory
Commission to decide in the last instance and to instruct the Committee on Arbitration and
Security.

Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) proposed a version which should follow the Rapporteur's
suggestions and not only recommend that a study be undertaken but also make a definite
assumption that it would be undertaken, and he suggested that the last paragraph of the
resolution be amplified as follows :

" In conclusion, approves the study to be undertaken of the other articles of the
Covenant, the conscientious and full application of which . "
The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee adopt the wording submitted by M. von

Simson for the end of the third paragraph of the report,:
" . . . A thorough study of which should be embarked upon as soon as possible. "

M. von Simson's amendment was adopted.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, asked whether the resolution would also have to be
amended.

The CHAIRMAN thought it would be enough if the discussion which had taken place
were mentioned in the Minutes. Especially now that M. von Simson's suggestion had been
adopted, the logical inference was that it would be the business of the Preparatory Commission
to submit the question to the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

The draft resolution was adopted without amendment.
M. LANGE (Norway) observed that M. Politis, in his report, had touched on the important

question of sanctions in connection with compulsory arbitration. In refutation of the
Rapporteur's doctrine, which was well known, he (M. Lange) had laid before the Assembly
last year certain historical facts in support of the opposite view. While protesting that
he had an entirely open mind on the subject, he thought it would perhaps be premature to take
up a position at the present moment.

At any rate, as he found in the report signs of a doctrine which he could not approve, he
suggested that the words in paragraph 3: "In the absence of a complete system of sanctions ",
should be deleted.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, repeated the arguments he had already more than once
developed, which were based on his conception of the social organisation of States; he refused
to believe that Governments would be more gentle and angelic than men in the most highly
policed societies were. Just as there was no domestic system which did not include means of
enforcement, he did not see how international justice could be organised without the principle
of obligation being some day strengthened by a procedure for enforcement.

In any case, if M. Lange and he had been unable to agree, it was because they were
looking at the question from different angles. M. Lange had indeed said, at the last
Assembly, that he did not know of any single case in which an arbitral award had not been
carried out, and that he did not see the necessity for means of enforcement, but the awards
in question were awards under a system of optional arbitration, submitted to by agreement.
He himself had always contended that, though sanctions were not necessary in optional
arbitration, the position was very different in compulsory arbitration, where the award might
be given long after the States had pledged themselves to resort to judgment.

In any case, he thought M. Lange might quite well accept the words he wished to have
deleted, for the view they expressed was not sponsored by the Assembly, but only by the
Committee on Arbitration and Security. The members of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security had come to the conclusion that compulsory arbitration needed something to support
it, and they thought that support might be found in a system of sanctions. The fact was,
however, that no such system existed. But the members of the Committee thought that if
Article 13, paragraph 4, of the Covenant were brought into play and if, by careful studry,
they could deduce from it measures which the Council could propose to the various countries
with a view to ensuring the observance of arbitral and judicial awards, they might secure the
assent of a number of countries which did not wish to submit their disputes to compulsory
arbitration unless sanctions were provided.
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In other words, pending the establishment of a more complete system of sanctions, there
was still something to go on in Article 13 of the Covenant; the whole of the League machinery
might be brought into operation in the event of an arbitral award not being carried out.
That was all the report said. It merely recorded a fact. As long as that fact was not denied,
he thought that the passage objected to by M. Lange should not give rise to any criticism.

M. LANGE (Norway) did not press his point, but maintained his reservation regarding a
phrase which seemed to express a not altogether wise view.

At the same time, he questioned the accuracy of some of the historical facts referred to
by M. Politis. Among the cases to which he himself had alluded were cases of compulsory
arbitration. The United States Constitution provided no sanction against the several States
of the Union, though as between them there was compulsory arbitration.

He did not deny that it might be necessary to establish a system of sanctions some day,
but, so far, history did not demonstrate the necessity of such a system, which might even have
certain disadvantages. He did not press for the deletion of the passage, but simply
maintained his reservation.

M. SOKAL (Poland) wished to make a request of the Rapporteur. The latter had been
good enough, after an argument which took place at the last meeting between the
representative of Germany and M. Sokal himself, to insert in the report a resolution adopted
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. Immediately before that, M. Politis spoke
of the ideas embodied in the Introductory Note to the report, and linked them with the
resolution adopted by the Committee by the words: " they were adopted in principle."
The transition trom the Introductory Note to the resolution was not so smooth as this sentence
might suggest.

It would perhaps be necessary to point out that between the Introductory Note and the
adoption of the resolution there was a discussion, and to realise this they had only to recall
M. Benes' words at the last meeting after the argument between the representatives of
Germany and Poland.

He hoped that the German delegate, who was originally responsible for the insertion of
this resolution, would agree that a summary of M. Benes' remarks ought to be put in the
report in order properly to reflect the situation.

M. POLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested the adoption of the following wording, which
would meet M. Sokal's objection:

" They gave rise to a detailed discussion in which two currents of opinion emerged,
one emphasising the degree of security afforded by the Covenant and the other affirming
its inadequacy. Finally, the Committee adopted a resolution in the following terms .

M. SOKAL (Poland) said he was satisfied.
The draft report was adopted with this amendment and M. von Simson's amendment to the

third paragraph.

27. Model Treaty to strengthen the Means for Preventing War (Official Journal, August 1928,
page 1209): Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN said that, according to the Introductory Note, it had only been possible
to give the draft model Treaty a first reading, and that the Committee, when submitting the
model to the Governments, had asked them to give their delegates to the Assembly the
necessary instructions in order that the matter might be further considered.

He therefore assumed that the delegations were in a position to state what instructions
they had received.

M. SATO (Japan) said he had expressed the opinion of his Government with regard to the
German Suggestions during the third meeting of the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
That opinion remained unaltered, and he still believed that the acceptance of the Suggestions
would unduly restrict the freedom of action of the Council, which should be left a free hand to
decide what measures should be taken in times of emergency, these measures varying according
to the nature of the situations to be met. To lay down beforehand definite and rigid measures
that the Council must take might lead to the very opposite result to that which was desired,
namely, the maintenance of peaceful relations.

The Japanese delegation felt it would be impossible to apply Articles 1 and 2 of the Treaty
rigorously without at the same time raising the whole problem of military supervision, on
which it seemed impossible in the present circumstances to attain unanimity. During the
earlier discussions, a certain number of delegations had expressed the view that the
conservatory measures proposed were valueless except so far as their execution could be
assured, whilst other States had held that supervision would be ineffectual and impracticable.
That difference of opinion still seemed to subsist.

With regard to Articles 3, 4 and 5, he thought that such operations would in practice
meet with such terrible difficulties that it was doubtful whether they could be effectively
carried out. Moreover, those measures implied the existence or the establishment of a
detailed and rigorous military supervision, which was open to the objections he had just
mentioned.
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On the other hand, merely to give the Council the right to see to the observation and
enforcement of measures, if need were, was not sufficiently drastic and explicit to attain the
end in view.

All these objections made the adoption of the proposed model Treaty a matter of
difficulty, but if the Committee was in favour of its adoption, the Japanese Government had
no Intention, in view of the provisions contained in Article 6, of putting any obstacle in the
way of the realisation of the scheme, which aimed at the maintenance of peace, a motive
with which his Government was wholly in sympathy.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said he shared the views expressed by M. Sato. The Italian
delegation had on many occasions expressed its point of view regarding the possibility of
applying certain provisions mentioned in this Treaty. It considered that the adoption of the
draft Treaty presented grave difficulties, which might place the Council in an awkward
predicament when carrying out its task.

However, his delegation would not oppose the acceptance of the draft, as it was merely
a suggestion for a treaty, and was open to those who felt that it was desirable to accept it, the
rest retaining complete freedom of action.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, said he would not enter again into
details which had already been adequately discussed in the Committee on Arbitration and
Security.

An essential point of the third German Suggestion, he said, was the reference to a kind
of compulsory armistice. It had been generally felt that this question might give rise to
difficulties still greater than those now feared by some of the delegates. A draft of Article 3
had therefore been prepared referring, not to an armistice, but to an undertaking to adopt the
measures suggested by the Council. To have gone into details would have been a matter of
some delicacy and the idea was set aside.

It was probably because the reference to enforcement had been couched in very moderate
terms that those of the delegates who had expressed apprehensions had likewise displayed
much moderation, and had stated that, although their Governments would probably not adhere
to such a Convention, it was quite possible that other States might accept Conventions of such
a kind.

He pointed out that this was not an open Protocol. The draft submitted to the
Committee had been prepared with the same idea as the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual
assistance. It was a model Treaty, and States had the option of varying its terms; this was
indeed what would generally happen. Even if the draft were formally accepted by the
Assembly, it would not be binding upon any Government. Each Government would merely
give its moral approval, declaring that it might be well to sign such a Treaty under certain
circumstances.

This removed all cause for objections of a general nature.
Reference had just been made to supervision, and one of the Japanese delegate's

objections appeared to be that Articles 1 and 2, on the one hand, and 3, 4 and 5, on the other,
implied supervision. On the contrary, that idea had been discarded, and a reference to the
explanations in the Introductory Note would show that supervision was one of the very
questions that had given rise to protracted discussion. The Polish delegation had, indeed,
proposed a text differing from that which had been adopted, and worded as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties, considering that the provisions referred to above
will not be effective unless accompanied by a system of prompt control, undertake
forthwith to conform to such measures of supervision as may be applied by the direction
of the Council. "

That text had not been accepted.
He referred to the actual text of Article 4, which was very different and contained no

reference to " supervision ". States which pledged themselves by such Conventions might
provide for a certain measure of supervision, but the draft itself was not intended to convey
that idea definitely.

Another question which had given rise to discussion was that of the Council's vote. It
had been decided to introduce into the Convention an article stating definitely that:

" In the cases referred to in Articles 3 and 4, the High Contracting Parties undertake
to act in accordance with the recommendations of the Council, provided that they are
concurred in by all the members other than the representatives of the Parties which have
engaged in hostilities. "

Some members of the Committee thought that it would be reasonable to apply this proviso
to Article 1 in the case of a dispute in which hostilities had not broken out; but mature
consideration would suggest that this idea was somewhat overbold and contrary to the spirit
of the Covenant. As long as hostilities had not broken out, it was obvious that the type of
treaty proposed could not lay down that the parties should not have a share in the discussion.
That would, on the other hand, be quite natural if hostilities had actually broken out.

Lastly, he referred to sub-paragraph (e) of the Introductory Note, which had been
discussed at some length. It stated that " the Committee did not feel that it could accept
the idea of a general protocol open to the signature of all States ". The proposal, therefore,
was simply to adopt a model which any Governments desiring to do so might adopt, but which
would lay no obligation upon the others.
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Consequently, he felt that all States might consent to the submission of this model Treaty
to the Assembly, and he wished to emphasise this point, which he thought should secure
the unreserved assent of all the delegates.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) admitted that the Committee on Arbitration and Security
had fully realised all the difficulties offered by the draft Treaty, observed that Baron Rolin
Jaequemyns had now again emphasised the character of the proposal before the Committee
and specified the exact nature of the draft. There was thus no question of a protocol, and,
in reply to a question raised by the Chairman at the opening of the discussion, he (M. Benes)
stated that, in view of the non-contentious character of the proposal, he thought that it was in
no wise necessary to submit the German Suggestions to the Committee on Arbitration and
Security for a second reading. He was convinced that further study, however exhaustive,
could not be productive of modifications likely to remove the difficulties which had been
anticipated.

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said it would be remembered that, when the

question first came before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, Lord Cushendun had
expressed various misgivings in regard to the provisions of the draft Treaty, and as he saw
that the resolution submitted by the Committee on Arbitration and Security " requests the
Secretary-General to forward the said model . . . to the Governments in order that they may
give the necessary instructions to their delegations at the Assembly ", he felt bound to say

one word to explain that, if they now let this draft pass in silence, it must not be taken as

indicating any real change of mind on the part of the British Gov oernment. On the ritis orcontrary,
after careful consideration, they still had certain misgivings about certain provisions in the
draft. Theywere, in poin not of fact, not yet convinced of the necessity or the utility of such a
model Treaty and he could not hold out any prospect of their being able to sign a document of

the kind. On the other hand, they were assured in the Committee on Arbitration and Security
- an assurance which had been repeated and referred to in that Committee - that the

document was in the nature simply of a model for, as it were, the assistance of those
Governments who wished to enter into such a Treaty. Therefore it was unnecessary for them,

perhaps, to criticise the terms of a Treaty which other Governments or groups of Governments
might find useful. If in the past they had joined in criticising the terms of the draft, he wished

to emphasise that they only joined to that extent in the framing of the Treaty, and it must not
be taken to mean that tey were convinced of its necessity or utility - at all events, as regards
his own country.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France), before giving the opinion of his delegation, wished to lay

stress on the fact that the observations of the British delegate came to the same thing as had
been said by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, namely, that the proposed text was merely a
suggestion to such Governments as might consider itdesirable to affix their signatures thereto.
They need therefore have no misgivings and, as M. Benes had just pointed out, all the
delegates might confidently refer this Treaty with the others to te Assembly for its approval.

Like all the other treaties, this was merely a model put before the Governments, which
might or might not see fit to use it. Nevertheless, its strictly optional character in no way
detracted from the importance of the general work of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security. These drafts derived their full value, not only from the collaboration of eminent
jurists who had drawn them up, but also from their powers of attraction. By the mere fact
of their existence, they served as a kind of propaganda and as a stimulus to the conclusion of
other similar agreements.

Moreover, in many cases, a Treaty of this type concluded between two or more adjacent
States would provide a certain amount of safeguard to each side.

He ventured to think that Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, in his desire to allay all

apprehensions, had perhaps to some extent restricted the scope of Article 3, by laying stress
on the fact that it contained no reference to an armistice. The word had indeed been avoided
for legal reasons, and because, in international law, an armistice itself involved consequences
on which they did not wish to lay particular stress.

He was glad to find, however, that the essential idea of an armistice reappeared in

Article 3. The importance of this article lay in the fact that States which signed such a Treaty
bound themselves in advance to agree to a cessation of hostilities or the evacuation of any
place which might have been occupied. That was an extremely valuable provision, and it

would be an injustice if the Committee did not express its utmost gratitude to the German
delegation, on whose initiative this model Treaty had been evolved, embodying one of the
most vital provisions of the Protocol.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) said that he appreciated the moderation and courtesy with
which the delegates of Japan, Italy and the British Empire had expressed their views; he
nevertheless regretted that these delegates still felt doubts as to the efficacy of the model
Treaty recommended.

He thanked M. Paul-Boncour for his statement.
The opinion of the German Government had not changed, and M. von Simson thought

there was no point in restating it. He only wished to reply to M. Sato regarding one definite
point. M. Sato had said that his Government did not think it desirable to limit the powers of
the Council. But there was no question of any such limitation in the Treaty. The Council
remained absolutely free to do what it wished, or even to do nothing at all. It was only the
contracting parties who undertook to conform to its recommendations.
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The speaker regretted that his original draft should have been somewhat mutilatued; he
would not, however, press this point, but would accept the model Treaty in its present form.
He associated himself with M. Benes's and M. Paul-Boncour's request that this draft should not
be referred to the Committee on Arbitration and Security for a second reading, but should
immediately be submitted to the Assembly. They might submit to the Assembly a draft
resolution similar to that adopted in the case of the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual
assistance.

The speaker also explained that the present Treaty was not a protocol open for signature
by all Governments.

He reminded the Committee that the practical value of such a Treaty would be directly
proportionate to the number of contracting parties, and he expressed the hope that this
Treaty would be signed by a large number of States.

M. SATO (Japan) wished to explain the attitude of his Government in order to avoid
any misunderstanding.

The Japanese Government had studied the draft in question very carefully and had only
issued instructions to its delegate after mature consideration.

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had stated that Articles 1, 2 and 3, and even Articles 4 and 5,
did not in any way imply the idea of supervision. But the Japanese Government thought
that the question of supervision arose indirectly through the very application of these articles.

For instance, under Article 1 the contracting parties undertook to accept and apply
provisional recommendations by the Council. If, notwithstanding this undertaking, they
failed to apply these recommendations, the question of supervision would arise in regard to the
application of this article. The same applied to the other articles.

In Article 4 it was said that the contracting parties undertook to lend themselves to any
action which might be decided upon by the Council with a view to ensuring the observance of
the measures and recommendations adopted by the Council.

Now, this word " ensuring " had been adopted as the result of long discussions. They
had, indeed, wished to avoid all idea of supervision and yet provide for the execution of the
recommendations. It was said that the Council was to be vigilant. As a matter of fact, this
article could not be applied without supervision, and the Japanese Government, since it was
unable to accept the idea of supervision, had been obliged- to declare frankly that it could
not approve of this article.

M. von Simson had stated that Article 1 and the following articles did not limit the
Council's freedom of action. Since, however, the parties undertook to conform to the
recommendations of the Council, the Council would be obliged to recommend the adoption
of one course or another; it would have to take some kind of action, and the Japanese
Government thought that this was putting on the Council too heavy a responsibility.

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had said that they were only concerned with a model Treaty.
The Japanese Government was afraid that this model would be converted, like others, into
a protocol open to the signature of all States - and that, it would be unable to accept. If,
however, the Treaty remained a model, his Government would find it very much easier to
support the proposal which had been made, particularly since it was prepared to adopt it as
a Treaty open to the signature of all States under the provisions of Article 6.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, wished to point out that there was a
fundamental difference between the model arbitration Conventions and the Treaties of non-
aggression and mutual assistance. In the case of the former, they were certainly considering
the question of opening forthwith a protocol for signature. In the case of the model Treaties
of non-aggression and mutual assistance, they merely had before them model treaties, that is
to say, draft texts which might be used for the conclusion of a treaty. The model Treaty
drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Security to strengthen the means of preventing
war belonged to the latter class.

The speaker recalled the resolution which had been prepared in connection with the
reference to the Assembly of the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance.
A very similar resolution might be adopted in the case of the Treaty under discussion, the
text running as follows:

"The Assembly,
"Having noted the model Treaty for strengthening the Means of preventing War,
"And convinced that its adoption by a large number of States would contribute

towards strengthening the guarantees of security,
" Recommends it for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the

League of Nations; and
" Hopes that it may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude treaties of thissort. "

The text which the speaker had just read showed that it had been their endeavour to
furnish a useful model. If the Committee shared this view, it might agree on a draft resolution
in this sense for submission to the Assembly, and, in this event, Baron Rolin Jaequemyns
would draw up his report giving a summary of the conclusions arrived at during the discussion.

(The general discussion was closed.)
(The meeting rose at 7.35 p.m.)
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EIGHTH MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 18th, 1928, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

28. Adoption of the Report concerning Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity
of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War (Annex 3).

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that the second paragraph of the draft report
did not seem to tally with the wording of the draft Convention drawn up in 1927. In the

provisions unanimously approved, this preliminary draft did not, as stated in the report,

provide for the " supervision of private manufacture and publicity for Government
manufacture, with details in the latter case regarding the number, weight and value of arms
and ammunition and of implements of war ".

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, admitted the truth of M. de Marinis's criticism
and agreed that the second paragraph and the beginning of the third paragraph should read
as follows:

" At its first session, held in March-April 1927, the Special Commission drew up
a preliminary draft Convention.

"This draft was taken as the basis of discussion " etc.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thanked the Rapporteur and said he was still an optimist,
provided the delegates did not take up too irreconcilable an attitude at the second reading.

M. SATO (Japan) had meant to raise the same point as General de Marinis, but as the

Rapporteur was willing to amend his report, there was no need for him to add anything.

The report thus amended was adopted.

29. Adoption of the Report and Draft Resolution relating to the Model Treaty to strengthen
the Means for preventing War (Annex 4).

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, read his report and the following
draft resolution:

" The Assembly,
" Having noted with satisfaction the model Treaty to strengthen the Means for

preventing War framed by the Committee on Arbitration and Security;

" Highly appreciating the value of this model Treaty, especially if it were adopted
by a large number of States;

" Recommends it for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the League
of Nations; and

" Hopes that it may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude a treaty of this

kind."

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) reminded them that his Government had submitted the

proposals which gave rise to this draft Treaty in the intention of strengthening the means

of preventing war or, in other words, of increasing security.
The delegate of Germany thought that none of the other model Treaties proposed by

the Committee on Arbitration and Security would provide as much security as a convention

of this kind, provided it were adopted by a large number of States.
He congratulated the Rapporteur on the admirable clearness of his report and asked him

whether it would not be possible to insert in the resolution regarding the draft Treaty the same

passage as occurred in the resolution on draft Treaties of mutual assistance, and to say that

the adoption of such a convention by a large number of States would increase security.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, declared himself in entire agreement
with M. von Simson's suggestion for the insertion in the resolution regarding the draft Treaty

of mutual assistance of a clause stating definitely the salutary effect these Treaties might have
in the sphere of international security.

He therefore proposed that this part of the resolution should read as follows :

" Highly appreciating the value of this model Treaty;

" Being convinced that its adoption by a large number of States would serve to

increase the guarantees of security. "

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) considered that, in view of what had been said

about the draft model Treaty on various occasions by the British representative, it was a little
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difficult for him to concur in the amended resolution which meant that the Assembly was
convinced that the adoption of the model Treaty would contribute largely to security. He was
afraid the amendment was rather in conflict with several observations that had been made in
the Committee on Arbitration and Security. If, however, he found himself in a minority of
one on the point, he would do nothing to obstruct the proposed resolution, but he hoped it
would be remembered, if the resolution was passed, that the British delegation still maintained
a certain mental reservation as to the real value of the model Treaty.

M. SOKAL (Poland) associated himself with the tribute paid by the representative of
Germany to Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' very clear statement.

He questioned whether it was desirable to summarise the Introductory Note, since it
would, he thought, prove as valuable to the Governments receiving the Convention as the
text of the Treaty itself. Nevertheless, if the Rapporteur considered that this summary
should be inserted, he would not oppose this provided it was understood that the Introductory
Note would accompany the draft text. M. Sokal further asked the Rapporteur to embody
in the summary the following passage from the Introductory Note containing the text of a
Polish amendment to the Treaty:

" The High Contracting Parties, considering that the provisions referred to above
will not be effective unless accompanied by a system of prompt control, undertake
forthwith to conform to such measures. . . as may be applied by the direction of the
Council. "
With reference to the proposal that stress should be laid in the final resolution on the

additional guarantee of security afforded by the model Treaty, the speaker took exactly the
same view as the British delegate and was obliged to make the same reservations.

Referring to the words at the end of the report :
" The Third Committee unanimously decided to submit the model Treaty in question

for the approval of the Assembly ",
he thought this was going too far, for the model Treaty with its Introductory Note was being
submitted to the Assembly only for transmission to the Governments.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, proposed that the part of the report
just referred to by M. Sokal should be amended as follows

" The Third Committee unanimously decided to submit the model Treaty in question
to the Assembly. 

M. SOKAL (Poland) agreed to this amendment.
Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, continuing, said that, with reference

to the summary of the Introductory Note, he had followed the usual practice. He would like,
however, to add to paragraph (b), which was as follows:

"(b) The supervision of the execution of the measures recommended by the Council,
a question on which different views were expressed, has received, in Article 5, a solution
which safeguards the Council's freedom of action " - the words:

" and which is fully discussed in all its bearings in the Introductory Note. "
M. SOKAL (Poland) concurred, provided that the Introductory Note was sent to the

Governments together with the model Treaty.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Introductory Note had already been referred to the
Governments, and would be appended to the draft resolution they were about to adopt.

To simplify matters, he asked the Committee to decide whether the resolution on the
model Treaty under discussion and the resolution on the model Treaties of non-aggression and
mutual assistance should be couched in identical terms. If so, this would certainly have the
effect of shortening the proceedings.

M. SOKAL (Poland) proposed the following amendment to the draft resolution:
" The Assembly,
" Having noted with satisfaction the model Treaty and the explanations contained

in the Introductory Note "

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, accepted this amendment.
M. VON SIMSON (Germany) then requested that the words " with satisfaction " should be

left out.

M. SOKAL (Poland) seconded this amendment.
M. VON SIMSON (Germany) thought that there would be no opposition to his earlier

amendment, for, if the Committee would not acknowledge that this model Treaty increased
security, he, in his turn, would be obliged to demur on the same point when they came to
discuss the resolution on the draft Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance.

M. SOKAL (Poland) said that the representative of Germany wanted to put the resolution
on the Treaty under discussion on a parallel in all respects with the resolution on the draft
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Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance, but the Committee on Arbitration and
Security had never had any intention of establishing any such parallel. The speaker thought,
therefore, that the German representative's request was not altogether justified, and that the
Committee might keep to the original wording proposed by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns.
M. Sokal would be prepared, however, to agree to the deletion of the word " highly ".

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) acknowledged that, so far, no absolute parallel had ever been
drawn in the Committee on Arbitration and Security between the two resolutions, but this
would have been impossible, as the Committee on Arbitration and Security was now only
at the first reading of the Treaty in question. The present Convention, M. von Simson
reiterated, was as valuable a means of increasing security as the others. He was surprised at
M. Sokal's attitude. M. Sokal was not convinced of the excellence of the model Treaty because
all the Polish proposals had not been adopted. The German delegation was in exactly the
same position and nevertheless was of opinion that, provided the Convention was signed by a
large number of States, it would substantially increase security. In any case, if the passage
he suggested was not inserted here, he would oppose its insertion elsewhere.

M. UNDFN (Sweden) quite agreed with M. von Simson. Many members of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security attached no less value to the present draft Treaty than to those
which would come up for discussion later. The Committee's resolution covered every kind
of treaty of non-aggression and mutual assistance. If the passage could be adopted for a
mere treaty of non-aggression, M. Unden thought that it might just as well be adopted in the
case of the Treaty under discussion.

M. SOKAL (Poland) said M. von Simson was wrong in believing that his attitude towards
this model Treaty had changed. He was still in sympathy with the suggestions Germany
had laid before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and the reservations he had
expressed to-day were identical with those he had uttered in that Committee.

As regards the parallel M. von Simson had tried to draw, M. Sokal disagreed. The
delegate of Germany had warned the Committee that he would take up an obstructive attitude
later ii h's suggestion was not adopted. This was not a right method, and if M. Sokal were to
follow suit, unanimity would never be reached.

The report and resolution were adopted with the amendments proposed.

30. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference: Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN said that the discussion would bear on the following resolution adopted
by the Preparatory Commission :

" Decides to leave its President free to fix, according to circumstances, the date at
which it would be practically useful to convene a new session of the Commission
in order to proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduction and
Limitation of Armaments. The Commission expresses the wish that the new session
should begin in any case before the next session of the Assembly."

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) asked for the opinion of the President of the Preparatory
Commission. He recalled that, at the beginning of the Assembly, they had heard a series of
speeches containing many references to disarmament, mostly lamentations about the delay
in the work of the Preparatory Commission and the difficulties encountered. He suggested
it might be well for those who made such statements to lay their grievances and criticisms
before the Commission.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the fact of the matter was that for a
long time there had been two currents .of opinion in the Third Committee. On the one hand,
there had been the malcontents, who thought the work was too slow, and on the other there
were those who dwelt on the difficult'es encountered.

He thought now that both parties realised that the goal was being reached; the two
tendencies were approximating, and the time was coming for practical results.

It had been affirmed over and over again that moral disarmament must come before
material disarmament. Well, considerable progress had been made as regards moral
disarmament, and the pacification of Europe was continuing. At the last Assembly, M. Paul-
Boncour had urged the need for a system of guarantees of security side by side with
progressive disarmament. Real efforts had been made and they hoped soon to see results.
Treaties of friendship and non-aggression had been concluded. The results of the Locarno
Agreement were already considerable. Lately, the Pact for the Renunciation of War had
been signed. All this was calculated to create mutual confidence. He thought, therefore,
that they might usefully arrange for a meeting of the Preparatory Commission, no doubt its
last meeting, and this time they would succeed in establishing a draft Convention.

M. Benes thought the meeting should take place soon, but he did not think it desirable to
fix a definite date. A date had already been fixed once, but the arrangements had had to be
cancelled. For this they could not blame the Preparatory Commission, as there were still
a great many difficulties unsolved. M. Benes would not suggest either a definite or an
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approximate da te, as he was Rapporteur and must first consult the members of the Committee.
Judging by the present psychological position, he thought, without undue optimism, that they
would not have to wait long. There was now no question whether the Conference would take
place or not; it was simply a matter of six months sooner or later. There would therefore
be no difficulty in reaching an agreement.

No doubt the most knotty points to be solved by the Preparatory Commission still lay
ahead. But there were already Governments, like the French and British Governments, which
had reached an agreement on technical questions. It was to be hoped that their example
would be followed by others in the near future.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands), President of the Preparatory Commission, reminded the
Committee of the decision taken at the last session of the Preparatory Commission to leave it
to the President of that Commission to fix the date of its next meeting.

None more than himself desired an early conclusion of the work of the Commission, but
he still believed that in that connection agreement between the great naval Powers was of
paramount importance. If the Assembly fixed a definite date, he would, of course, bow to its
decision. It was true that the atmosphere was at present particularly good in view of the
Paris Pact. He had thought he would be able to summon the Preparatory Commission even
before this ninth session of the Assembly when he saw in the papers that Sir Austen
Chamberlain had stated in the House of Commons that France and England had agreed.
But doubts had then arisen as to the expediency of a meeting. Nevertheless, he had thought
that the date might be fixed during the session of the Assembly. A debate had taken place
before the Third Committee at which he had been unable to be present. When, on his return,
he read M. Paul-Boncour's speech, he was filled with hope, but Lord Cushendun's speech had
thrown cold water on these hopes.

He thought now that, before the Preparatory Commission could meet again, the great
naval Powers must come to an agreement. It was his intention to ask these Governments 
namely, the Governments of France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and the United States -
to instruct their representatives to meet him shortly at Paris or elsewhere, in order to discuss
this important problem before the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission.

If the Assembly fixed a date, he would, of course, accept it, but he could not assume the
responsibility for such a decision. If, on the other hand, the responsibility were left to him
as it has been before, he could solemnly undertake not to delay in summoning a new session
as soon as an agreement had been reached after this private conversation with the
representatives of the five naval Powers. He hoped that the Committee and the Assembly
would support him. He would do all in his power to speed up the work of the Preparatory
Commission, but he could not venture to take action at the present juncture unless he received
instructions from the Assembly.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) considered he had been right in first asking to hear the
President of the Preparatory Commission, since the latter had made a brief but extremely
accurate statement of the principal difficulty arising with regard to the Preparatory
Commission's next meeting. This meeting must be held soon, but it was still more important
that it should be the last, so as not to place a further strain on public opinion. The public
had some right to expect that the Preparatory Commission would at least succeed in drawing
up a preliminary draft Convention which would allow a Conference to be summoned.

The President of the Commission had made a very important suggestion, which demanded
careful reflection. He had emphasised one of the difficulties - perhaps the chief one they
had encountered - which still stood in the way of a meeting of the Preparatory Commission.
M. Benes had told the Committee that he saw two parties; one, the malcontents, who thought
that progress was too slow, and the other, those who could perhaps not be called satisfied,
but who found sufficient reasons to explain why progress was not quicker. He himself was
neither pessimistic nor optimistic; he tried to be impartial and to see exactly what the situation
was.

It was in 1925 that, on the French delegation's proposal, the Assembly decided to begin
the preparatory work for the summoning of a Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of
Armaments. The significance of this date will be appreciated if the situation at that time
is remembered.

He would like to ask those of his colleagues who complained of the difficulties of
disarmament not to forget the situation, for in it is to be found the origin of these difficulties.

1925 was the year in which the Protocol was, if not buried - ior he refused to admit that
this was done - at least temporarily rolled up in the purple winding-sheet of dead divinities.

The link which was established between disarmament and security was not a mere figment
of the imagination nor the fancy of a few Powers; for them, it was a profound necessity, the
vital condition of their disarmament. It was not necessary to reopen this controversy.
But none the less it existed. If it was desired to achieve a degree of disarmament answering
to the aspirations of the world, it must be acknowledged that its counterpart must be an equal
degree of international security. Not till the day when there was an international army
could national armies disappear. When the day came when true international security
existed, attended by the necessary sanctions, there would no longer be any deficiencies in the
national security of individual countries.

1925 was the precise moment when hope had to be given up provisionally. And yet it
was in that same year that, on the proposal of one of the delegations which are so profoundly
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convinced of this indissoluble link, it was decided to begin the preparatory work. It was not
a contradiction, but the logical application of a profound idea.

For if 1925 marked the failure - the speaker hoped only temporary - of the Protocol,
this year also marked the preparation of the Locarno Agreements, i.e., of the partial application
to a particular area of the principles of this same Protocol.

What was the idea thereafter ? The work the stoppage of which was under discussion
was based on a very clear idea - namely, that it was impossible to wait for the realisation of
this general operation necessary to total disarmament before beginning the partial
disarmament corresponding to partial security.

This idea was expressed last year in a resolution proposed jointly by the French and
G. rman delegations. The Assembly thought that - in the present conditions of security,
a security based on definite factors and connected with circumstances which were fully
appreciated, but which were not of concrete value, conditions of security, which were the
outcome on the one hand of the reductions of armaments carried out in application of the
Peace Treaties, and on the other hand of the Locarno Agreements --- there was a basis on which
something could be achieved.

This was what constituted the long technical preparation The views of the speaker
on this subject were known. He was among those who joined in the facile mockings directed
against the length of these technical preparations. He considered that the Technical
Organisations of the League of Nations had rendered the greatest service to the cause of
disarmament if only by revealing its difficulties. Their work had not had only this result,
however; it had accumulated information on which the reduction of armaments must be
based. It was only too easy to arouse hopes without providing a technical basis for their
realisation. On the other hand, they had a concrete achievement behind them, and never
in the history of the world had the problem of disarmament been so closely examined.

But it must not be forgotten that this technical work was finished in March 1927. From the
technical point of view, nothing had been added since then. What had been stopping progress
since March 1927 was the fact that behind the technical difficu ties there were important
political interests. They were in the sphere of politics, and of world politics at that, since
they had attempted this great experiment of extending the limitation of armaments to the
whole world.

This obstacle had been encountered in March 1927. But at the same time an important
advance was marked: the purely sentimental and idealistic phase in which disarmament had
remained for centuries and even since the war had been left behind. The war had inevitably
aroused a more powerful cry for disarmament among the nations of the world than had ever
been the case before. But for several years the matter had remained in this sentimental and
idealistic phase. The technical work done up to March 1927 had the great merit of bringing
disarmament from the sentimental on to the technical plane. The work which had been
done by the Preparatory Commission in March and April 1927 was laborious and sometimes
trying, but always fruitful in results; and it had the effect of placing the problem on political
ground.

M. Paul-Boncour did not think that there could be any single point in his analysis which
did not correspond strictly to the facts. He had said both what was good and what was bad.

A year had elapsed since that date, and pressure from the members of the Preparatory
Commission themselves had in a sense made it necessary for the President to summon the
Commission. The latter had, moreover, carried out scrupulously the instructions given
to him by the Commission. Words. however, must not be allowed to deceive us. The truth
was that the session of March 1928 was a record of failure. This was inevitable since the
political difficulties appearing in March 1927 had not been removed. It was at that time that
negotiations were recommended by the President between the Powers which were divided
on controversial points, euphemistically described as " technical" controversies. They
are, in truth, political, and relate to conditions vital to the existence of many States.

The Committee would admit that two Powers have made the most praiseworthy efforts
to reduce these differences on a point which, while constituting the entire problem of
disarmament, had come to assume special importance. They realised that the other points
could only be settled if this could be disposed of first and that any meeting of the Preparatory
Commission would encounter grave difficulties from the very moment the members came
together.

These two Powers reached an agreement, though not without difficulty and very
considerable mutual concessions. The question involved was that of global tonnage or tonnage
by categories. This is a technical question, but it also affects the interests and the conflicting
claims of the great maritime Powers which are arising or being reconstituted. No two
conceptions could be more diametrically opposed.

A formula had been found in March 1927. While retaining the idea of global tonnage,
it allowed countries - within the global tonnage limits laid down - to fix the allocation by
categories, this allocation being embodied in the Convention itself. Any subsequent
modifications could only be made after due notice had been given. This attempt to reconcile
conflicting views was, however, inadequate. The country which believed that a convention
on naval armaments would be without value unless it dealt with tonnage by categories then
agreed that a series of categories, i.e., those representing purely defensive vessels of small
size, could be ignored. At the same time, the Power which advocated the principle of global
tonnage made the important concession that two other categories should be added to those
mentioned in the Washington Convention. The categories in question were cruisers and
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submarines, and therefore related to vessels which, by their nature and tonnage, were of special
importance to the great naval Powers which advocate tonnage by categories.

That, again, could only be an attempt at a solution, since the Treaty would be valueless
unless the other naval Powers agreed to it with or without modification. He thought that
these two Powers might claim to have carried out faithfully the mandate which, in a sense, was
given to them by the President of the Preparatory Commission.

M. Paul-Boncour was not sure that the reception accorded to this agreement was likely
to encourage others to follow this example. Public men never expected to be crowned with
laurels, but those concerned were perhaps justified in expecting something else than the distrust
occasionally expressed and the criticisms occasionally passed. And yet it was this very effort
to reach agreement which was to enable the Preparatory Commission to proceed with its work.
The President himself had definitely called upon the Governments to endeavour to reduce
existing differences. That request had been complied with by two of them, and they were
entitled to ask others to follow their example, for they had merely acceded to the desire of the
President of the Preparatory Commission.

That was the position. What now were the prospects for the future ? What everyone
desired was a meeting that would produce useful results. At this point the speaker began
to touch on matters where he must display the utmost circumspection. He was in a position
to defend the agreement which his Government had entered into. It represented heavy
sacrifices; and equal sacrifices had been made by another country whose spirit of concession
he gladly recognised. But he had no right to bring any pressure whatever to bear on the other
countries upon whom the full realisation of this agreement depended. The difficulty was
increased - it was almost a tragedy in the present situation - by the fact that this agreement
very largely depended on a great naval Power which was not a Member of the League. He
requested those of his colleagues who, inspired by perfectly legitimate sentiments which he
shared as strongly as anyone, lamented the dilatoriness with which disarmament problems
were being settled to bear in mind that here in the League of Nations they were in a specially
difficult position as regards this problem. This was due to the fact that two great nations
which were represented at the conference were not Members of the League and that in their
case all the facilities offered by the international community to which the other nations
belonged were not available.

The speaker was neither a pessimist nor an optimist. He was simply attempting to view
things as they were; for he did not conceal the fact that this great attempt at conciliation at
present depended on other decisions than those taken here.

Could anything be done except wait ? The profound convictions of the speaker prevented
him from thinking that it was possible to remain idle with folded arms. He had never believed
that the disarmament problem would be solved by sitting still in a corner. What was required
was the support, the pressure and the encouragement of public opinion in all countries. The
only thing that could be done - the thing that was expected - was to take advantage of this
meeting of the great world democracy, the League of Nations, not to display an insincere
optimism or a barren pessimism, but to make a profession of faith free from illusion or guileless
simplicity, a profession of faith by persons who clearly saw the facts, who could realise the
difficulties and who were striving to surmount them. Before war could be overcome, the
military spirit must, to some extent, be displayed, with its strength of will, its readiness for
rapid decision, its clear speech and its aversion to concealing thoughts. It was necessary
to be outspoken and confess that the reduction of armaments, even in the limited and
progressive form in which they were compelled to contemplate it, in the absence of a general
security organisation - which it was not possible to achieve by means either of a treaty of
mutual assistance or of the Protocol - encountered the greatest obstacles. There was only
one way to overcome these obstacles. Public opinion must occupy itself with the matter and
must not leave it to be discussed by delegates at their meetings, and Governments also must
realise its importance.

The speaker felt convinced that there were many chancelleries and many Ministries which
regarded them as idle dreamers who came together to speak about disarmament. The
importance of this question would only come to be seen when it was too late and when the
armaments race has been begun again. That was a danger which they must try to prevent
now. The first step was to check the growth of armaments and that step must be taken
speedily. There was also one point it was right to insist upon : in certain countries, sweeping
reductions had been made in armaments without any international convention and without
pressure from outside, the only pressure being that of public opinion within their borders.
An effort, however, must be made to keep what had been gained. When States which had
suffered the effects of war had restored their finances, which had all more or less been shaken,
it was essential to avoid their financial improvement taking the form of increased armaments.
When the present generation and the men who had waged and lived through the war had gone,
and when there remained only inaccurate pictures, theatrical statues and distorted narratives
of what took place then, an effort would have to be made to see that the loathing for war did
not diminish.

A limit must be fixed speedily. There must be assured that no subsequent increase
took place; thanks to the permanent organisation (M. Lange congratulated the French
delegation on having made this proposal - which it had not abandoned), the permanent
organ which would examine and which would allow of more far-reaching reductions in the way
of disarmament, this result would be attained. But to ensure that, a beginning must be made
and it was the date of that beginning that had to be fixed.
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M. Paul-Boncour quite understood the objections which the President of the Preparatory
Commission had made from feelings of loyalty : " What was the good ", he said, " if we were
going to find ourselves back in the same situation as before ? " The President's words were so
clear that the speaker's thoughts could not have been better expressed. " I had thought ",
the President had said, " when I saw the agreement between two great naval Powers, that the
date would be fixed, that the Commission would be able to meet; now I have no longer the
same hope, for I note that the agreement has not been completed, since many other nations -
some of them very powerful - have not yet signed, and I do not even know whether they are
going to sign ".

The President was right, but the speaker thought all the same that a date must be fixed,
although not in the imperative way proposed at the first meeting by the German delegate.
It would not be fitting to adopt any imperative formula, since this prerogative belonged to
the President, and such a course would hinder his freedom of action. But the Committee could
in the most definite form express the hope that things would so happen that this year would
not come to an end or that, at any rate, the new year would not long have run its course without
their having been able to arrange for the Preparatory Commission to meet.

The speaker knew that, in contradiction to what he was saying, people were thinking:
"But if one of the main difficulties is not solved, what is the good ? "

They were not required to exert pressure on anyone, and they would not allow anyone to
exert pressure on them. But the will of all the nations which were met here and which felt
behind them the weight of public opinion, urging them to complete the disarmament work,
was a great international reality which must be taken into account and which the Committee
had the right to invoke.

M. Paul-Boncour thought that the League's desire that the Preparatory Commission
should meet ought to be strongly brought out. He thought that at the same time the Council
so far as it might think it possible to do so, and in whatever way it deemed proper, should ask
the Governments which were still divided by controversies - although these were no longer
a mystery, since they had been discussed at the meetings of the Preparatory Commission in
March and April of 1927 - to endeavour for the sake of international solidarity to reconcile
their differences and to bring their controversies to an end.

The speaker saw no objection whatever to the President having the necessary powers to
see to this, but, subject to those precautions, the extent and nature of which it was the
Committee's duty to fix, he thought a definite decision ought to be taken in favour of a meeting
of the Preparatory Commission, which should be given every opportunity of success and of
drawing up a draft convention, thus enabling a conference to be convened.

There must be no ambiguity. Hopes which might be disappointed must not be raised;
there had been too much disappointment already, and they could not take the responsibility
of creating more. The Conference, which would settle the first stage of a general limitation
and reduction of armaments, would base its work on definite facts, on the reduction fixed by the
Peace Treaties, and on the Locarno Agreements, which were a partial application of the Protocol.

By " first state " the speaker meant that there would be other stages, and that the
Committee on Arbitration and Security which was established last year, and which had shown
its value by the results just recorded, would continue its work. He would like to think also
that the policy of countries in its turn would be inspired by it, for if the work were confined
to compiling legal texts, to adding document to document, and to enriching libraries, however
splendid, the result would be very meritorious but somewhat humiliating.

The nations must conclude - and the Council must ask the nations to conclude -- the
necessary agreements to extend the realm of security.

M. Paul-Boncour was convinced that the structure thus erected step by step would
bear a strong resemblance to the Protocol. It would be less logical, less classic, and rather
inspired by the necessities of life than by architectural conceptions; but it would resemble
it all the same.

But this was work for the future - the near future. It was by the co-ordination of the
work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security with that of the Preparatory Commission
- or of the permanent body which would succeed it - that progress would be made further
into the field of disarmament, and thus would be abolished that anarchy of which our colleague,
M. Lange, spoke the other day, the anarchy which always means rivalry and the competition
in armaments which it is our primary duty to prevent.

This was the first step which must be made. He would add that the first step of this
first stage was the meeting of the Preparatory Commission after everything in their power had
been done to overcome the differences which might still paralyse its work.

The first thing to do is to say firmly what was the intention of the Members of the League
of Nations.

The speaker had ventured, not in order to influence the Committee's decisions, but
simply to facilitate discussion, to have a draft resolution distributed; this draft was in the
nature of a rough sketch. He merely wanted to put his ideas on paper, so that the Committee
could judge them better. This would serve to sum up a speech which had been rather longer
than he had hoped.

The draft resolution was as follows:

" Whereas those Governments which consider that their security is not sufficiently
assured to enable them to reduce their armaments are now, thanks to the work of the
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Committee on Arbitration and Security, in possession of a fresh means of which it is for
them to make use, having recourse, if necessary, to the good offices of the Council;

" And whereas, in the opinion of the Assembly, the present conditions of security
set up by the Locarno Agreements and by the reductions of armaments stipulated in the
Treaties of Peace are such as to allow of a first step being taken and a first general
Convention for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments being established;

" And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission and of
the Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be pursued so that by further steps
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows:

"The Assembly urges the necessity of accomplishing this first step as speedily as
possible;

" Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have already been made by certain
Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements between
themselves;

" Requests the Council to make an earnest appeal to the Governments that those of
them among which differences of'opinion still subsist as to the technical conditions for
the reduction and limitation of armaments should seek without delay, in the most liberal
spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions which will enable the
work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and brought to a successful
issue;

" And trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in sufficient time to enable the
meeting of the Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or,
should this not be feasible, at the beginning of 1929."
Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire) said he wished to make a short statement with regard

to something M. Loudon had said, and as to which comment should be made at once before the
matter could be discussed in pub ic. As he understood him, the President of the Preparatory
Commission said, with reference to the fixing of a date for the next meeting of the Commission,
that he was prepared to meet in Paris the representatives of the five naval Powers. Perhaps
he had not fully understood what was intended but he did not think M. Loudon could have
fully appreciated what it meant when he made the proposal. Lord Cushendun did not think
that M. Loudon had previously given any intimation to any of the Governments concerned
that he was going to make that proposal. The Powers mentioned were those which were
signatories of the Washington Convention and it was already fixed that that Convention was to
come up for review in 1931. What M. Loudon was proposing, in fact, though he may not
have intended it, was that reconsideration or review of the Washington Convention should be
ante-dated and that those Powers should be called together to consider, and agree if they
could upon, the matter of naval disarmament under quite different auspices and regarding the
matter from a totally different angle. Lord Cushendun said that it was obvious that he had
no instructions from his Government and he was only saying this by way of caution. So far
as he understood the proposal, he did not think it at all likely that the invitation would be
accepted by any one of the Powers concerned, and therefore he thought it very desirable that
great expectations should not be aroused as to the possibilities of a far-reaching agreement upon
naval disarmament on a proposition thrown out in that way in the course of debate, which
none of the Governments had had an opportunity of considering and as to which no one could
quite see how tar it would be limited in scope. He hoped that it would not be imagined that
he was not appreciative of the motive of M. Loudon and his desire to assist matters by arriving
at a date with regard to the Preparatory Commission, but he did not think it would be right
for such a proposal to become public property without its being known that, so far as the
representative of one of the Powers was concerned, there was very grave doubt indeed as to
whether it would be accepted.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands), replying to Lord Cushendun, said that he was under a
misapprehension. His idea simply was that, in order to further their work, he should request
privately, if he might so put it, the representatives of the five naval Powers to have a perfectly
private talk with him in Paris in order to try and settle the matter. It had never entered his
mind that it should be a sort of Washington Conference. His only thought was to further the
work and try and get the five Powers to understand each other. His idea was to have
unofficial conversations on the basis of a Franco-British agreement.

(The Committee rose at 5.15 p.m.)

NINTH MEETING.
Held on Wednesday, September 19th, 1928, at 3.30 p. m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (BELGIUM).

31. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference (continuation of
the discussion).

General BIRKE (Denmark) was delighted to learn from the statement of the Chairman of
the Committee on Arbitration and Security that they seemed soon to be about to reach a
positive issue in the matter of disarmament.
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He thought that to reach a solution the work must proceed step by step.
He had heard with great pleasure that the President of the Preparatory Commission

intended to expedite the work of that body as much as possible so as to enable the first stage
to be carried through.

The speaker supported M. Paul-Boncour's proposal.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not propose to enter on a fundamental discussion of the
disarmament question, which had already been dealt with at length by the German Chancellor
at the Assembly, and would be again discussed in the Preparatory Commission and at the
first General Conference.

Count Bernstorff had been guided by M. Paul-Boncour's ideas in drawing up the resolution
he was submitting to the Committee. He would like to make a few remarks on this resolution.

The first paragraph seemed to him somewhat negative in that it referred to "those
Governments which consider that their security is not sufficiently assured to enable them to
reduce their armaments ". He thought it would be more desirable to begin with something
more optimistic.

In the second paragraph, as regards security, no reference was made either to the
Covenant of the League of Nations or the Paris Pact. Public opinion would be surprised that
agreements of such importance had been omitted.

The fifth paragraph says : " Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have already been
made by certain Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements
between themselves ". M. Paul-Boncour, who negotiated the agreements, might be pleased,
but it was impossible for certain other members of the Commission to express satisfaction
with regard to something of which they were ignorant.

Again, there was no reference to land armaments, as to which difficulties still existed.
All these were, however, points of detail, on which it would be easy enough to agree.
The main point was to fix the date of the Conference. The German Chancellor had asked

categorically that the Assembly resolution should contain a reference to the meeting of this
Conference. Count Bernstorff thought they should not aim at removing all the difficulties in
the Preparatory Commission; some of them might be left over to the Conference itself.

He agreed with M. Paul-Boncour that disarmament questions were really often political
questions, and must be settled in the last resort by the Governments represented on the
Disarmament Conference.

Count Bernstorff concluded by submitting the following draft resolution:

" Whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the League of
Nations, by the reductions of armaments stipulated in the Treaties of Peace, and also
by the Locarno Agreements and by the Paris Pact, which may be expected to come into
force at an early date, are such as to allow of a first step being taken forthwith by the
framing of a first general Convention tor the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments
capable of materially reducing the present disproportion in armaments;

" And whereas it s desirable that te work of the Preparatory Commission and of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be pursued so that, by further steps,
armaments may be progressively reduced;

" And whereas those Governments which are seeking to find special guarantees in
addition to the existing guarantees of security and to those which will be furnished by
the first general Convention are now, thanks to the work of the Committee on Arbitration
and Security, in possession of fresh means, which it is for them to em to ploy;

" And whereas all technical questions concerning the limitation and reduction of
armaments have been thoroughly examined in the Preparatory Commission, and an
agreement has not yet been reached owing to differences of opinion chiefly of a political
character:

" The Assembly requests the Council to make an earnest appeal to the Governments
that those of them among which such differences of opinion still subsist should seek
without delay, in the most beral spirit of conciliation and internationonal solidarity,
agreed solutions which will enable as complete an agreement as possible to be reached;

" Considers that the Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments
should decide any questions which nevertheless remain unsettled; and

" Requests the Council to fix a date for the meeting of this Conference, which should
take place in 1929, while leaving it to the President of the Preparatory Commission to
convene the Commission at such time as will enable the programme of the Conference
to be drawn up. "

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire) raised a point of procedure. He said they now had
two resolutions before them and he wished to know in what manner it was proposed to deal
with them. One of the resolutions they had only received in one of the official languages, and
he protested against proceeding with the discussion of a document without having it in the
two official languages. He thought that Count Bernstorff's resolution should not be considered
until they had either adopted or rejected that presented by M. Paul-Boncour.
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The CHAIRMAN thought that Lord Cushendun's remarks as to procedure were well founded.
He understood, however, that the English version would be ready in a few minutes; the draft
had only been submitted to the Secretariat a very short time previously and could not possibly
have been translated in the time.

M. UNDEN (Sweden) did not propose to give the views of his Government on the general.
question of disarmament, since those views were sufficiently well known from previous discussions
in the Assembly and the Preparatory Commission. He merely desired to make certain
observations with regard to the present position.

From the technical point of view, the question was now sufficiently advanced to allow of
the final stages being carried through fairly rapidly. As M. Paul-Boncour and Count Bernstorff
had said, it was no longer technical difficulties that stood in the way, but political difficulties.
The technical points still remaining to be settled could be finally considered during the next
session of the Preparatory Commission. There remained, however, the question whether
the Commission should be convened before the Governments concerned were in full agreement;
there seemed to be difference of opinion on this point between delegates of different countries.

If they could not agree, he thought it would nevertheless be desirable for the Preparatory
Commission to be convened in order to draw up a detailed report, embodying all the points
put forward in that Commission. This report would have to be ready in time to be distributed
to the Governments some months before the next ordinary session of the Assembly, and
would provide a platform or basis for the discussions of the representatives of the various
countries. They might find that all the preparatory work had been done by the end of the
discussions on the report, and it might then be possible to ascertain the date on which the
Conference should be held. He merely threw out his suggestion in the hope of facilitating
an agreement.

The CHAIRMAN observed that there were many points in common between the two
proposals and, if they were to come before a Drafting Committee, he thought it would be
easy enough to conciliate them, although the executory parts of the two resolutions differed
appreciably.

Comparing the two texts, the Chairman pointed out that Count Bernstorff had criticised
the passage: Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have already been made by certain
Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements between themselves ".

On the other hand, there was a certain family likeness between the paragraph of Count
Bernstorff's proposal beginning with the words " Invites the Council " and the corresponding
paragraph in M. Paul-Boncour's resolution.

Lastly, a question which the Commission would probably wish to consider particularly
was the one contained in the last paragraph of the French proposal.

He thought, with Lord Cushendun, that M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution should be
examined first, for the approval of that proposal would not affect the consideration of the draft
submitted by Count Bernstorff. They should first vote on that proposal, which did not
exclude the other.

M. LANGE (Norway) pointed out that the usual practice in the Committees had been
first of all to reconcile divergent views, and he wondered whether the procedure proposed by
the Chairman was quite in line with this practice. The ideas in the two proposals before
them were not so different as to make agreement appear impossible.

M. Paul-Boncour himself had said that his proposal was only offered as a basis for
discussion. This showed that he would not adopt an uncompromising attitude.

The speaker was greatly in sympathy with certain ideas Count Bernstorff had suggested,
especially a reference to the Covenant in the first paragraph; about others he was rather
doubtful, especially as regards expressing an opinion now on the expediency of summoning
the Disarmament Conference at a more or less definite date.

The Chairman's solution of appointing a Drafting Committee would be wise, but it was
essential that the various points of view should previously be argued in the Commission in
order to guide the Drafting Committee in its work.

The delegate of Norway would like to tell them quite briefly how a small country looked
at the matter. The question had been discussed as though it was only the conflicting interests
of the great Powers that were at stake; obviously these came in the first line of consideration,
but the interests of the small countries should not be ignored. It was a byword that it is
difficult to put oneself in another's shoes, but that was the purpose for which they were met.
Each must strive to understand the aspirations of the others. This question of disarmament
was a vital one for the small countries. If the competition and piling up of armaments
were allowed to continue, they were heading for war. The existence of a great Power
during a war was far from enviable, but what was the position of a small country ? Even
in times of peace, small countries were continually threatened by the armaments of the great
Powers. This was a consideration not always realised, but ever present with those who
were responsible for the international policy of a small country. If the methods they had
been adopting for some time past did not ultimately produce a concrete result, life would be
intolerable for the small States. The speaker therefore warmly supported the proposals before
the Committee, which he thought gave some hope that the League would ultimately be able
to function as it should function. It could never do so as long as competition in armaments
remained possible.
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M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) thought they could adopt no other procedure than that
suggested by the Chairman, namely, to begin by dealing with the first resolution. Perhaps,
as M. Lange had said, thisas snot the rule that had always been followed, but he thought they
should keep to it, and then proceed by voting amendments to the first resolution.

It might not be difficult to agree on several parts of Count Bernstorff's proposal. On the
other hand, he wished to call their attention to the last two paragraphs, which he could not
accept.'

Count Bernstorff was prepared to leave to the big Disarmament Conference any difficulties
which might exist at the end. M. Benes did not think that this was wise tactics, for they had
always said that they must not have a Conference unless there was every prospect of success,
and it would be better to wait six months longer and agree on the key points. The speaker
was still of this mind and could see no possible advantage in going to the Conference so long
as fundamental divergencies subsisted.

The last paragraph of the German draft embodied two main points: the date of the
Disarmament Conference was fixed, and the President-of the Preparatory Commission was
charged to summon the Commission in due time. This rather reversed the idea of the French
delegation's proposal. M. Benes would prefer to adopt this latter, though he would also like
to have something a little more definite with regard to the Conference, for, if they were able
to reach an agreement at another session of the Preparatory Commission, it would very likely
be'the last session. Between the end of the Preparatory Commission and the Disarmament
Conference a certain time would have to elapse. If they could specify that intervening period
of time, they would by implication be fixing the date of the Disarmament Conference. This
would satisfy Count Bernstorff, and at the same time need not mean that they were creating
any very great difficulties'for the Disarmament Conference. They would have to bear in
mind the necessity, whatever happened, of convening the Preparatory Commission at a near
date, and also the necessity of first agreeing on the key principles discussed in that Commission
before sending them on to the big Conference.

In conclusion, M. Benes was sure that, if the differences between the two draft resolutions
were considered in the form of amendments to the first proposal, it should be easy enough to
agree as to the substance.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that, having regard to the observations made on his
speech and to the fact that Count Bernstorff had accepted some of the ideas which he had
supported, he did not think that many difficulties could arise in connection with the procedure
to be adopted.

Some of the passages in the German proposal were almost textual reproductions of the
French resolution. Accordingly, the latter could readily be accepted as a basis for discussion;
the Committee would, of course, insert any suggestion or suggestions taken from the German
resolution which it might think desirable.

He did not know what his colleagues were going to say, but he would assume that the
French draft resolution would come up for consideration. There were many passages in the
German and French proposals which were the same. No difficulty would be experienced in
regard to any of these points.

One of the differences between the two proposals consisted in the order in which the ideas
were arranged. The French draft indicated in the first place the manner in which Powers
that considered that their security was not sufficiently assured could - thanks to the work
done by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and by resorting to the good offices of
the Council - increase that security by entering into conventions. The proposal wentonto
say that, even at this stage, political conditions of security had been created which would allow
of a first step being taken. The German proposal began by referring to conventions already
drawn up. He thought this would not create any difficulty. He would not object to a change
in the order of the ideas if the Committee preferred the German arrangement.

The German proposal then mentioned the Covenant of the League of Nations and the
Paris Pact in addition to the two definite bases which the French proposal regarded as fixing
the conditions for a first step towards the general reduction of armaments. The speaker said
he had the highest respect for the Covenant and the Pact and had nothing to say against their
being mentioned; but he desired to dispel any doubt regarding the future progress of the
reduction in armaments. He had not mentioned these two instruments because, however
effective might be the attempts made to repudiate war or to discover the means of preventing
it in the general and somewhat vague terms of the Covenant, the delegates to the Conference
would certainly desire something more definite when they finally came to fill in the blanks in
the Convention and supply figures for the effectives and material. If the Covenant had been
sufficient for the purpose, and if its terms had not required to be made more precise, several
years would not have been spent in framing, first the Treaty of Mutual Assistance and, after
that, the Protocol. The need had been felt for giving the sanctions in the Covenant a clear
definition, which they at present lacked.

In any case, he readily recognised the value of the instruments that at present governed
their international life, although he continued to think that the question of the limitation
and reduction of armaments was, so to speak, of a more mathematical character and would
best be settled by working on a more definite basis, i.e., the reductions in armaments already
effected and the Locarno Agreements. He saw no objection, however, to giving Count
Bernstorff satisfaction on this point.

Moreover, there was nothing against indicating the date on which it was hoped to summon
the Disarmament Conference; but on this point he referred to a difference between the German
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and French resolutions which the Committee would have to settle because it related to the
actual method of work.

The German proposal handed over to the Disarmament Conference the duty of settling
certain difficulties which it considered political and not technical. On this point he thought
that the German proposal failed to recognise the importance and even the character of the
Preparatory Commission. The latter was not really a technical Commission. The technical
work had been done in the technical Sub-Committees of the Preparatory Commission and the
various Committees at the disposal of the latter. The delegates of Governments constituting
the Preparatory Commission had met to obtain guidance from the technical work and also to
a certain extent to set this technical work aside by transferring the problem from the technical
to the political plane. The Preparatory Commission's duty was therefore to reduce political
differences existing.

If the Preparatory Commission could not succeed in this object, there seemed to be little
use in summoning a Conference; the latter would be no better qualified for the purpose since,
even if it did not consist of the same delegates, it would at least consist of the same States, and
they would continue to hold the same ideas.

He then referred to the manner in which the Preparatory Commission had contemplated
its task. It had to draw up a preliminary draft Convention for the Limitation and Reduction
of Armaments which would give the Conference the best possible prospects of success when it
had no longer to discuss principles, but merely to enter figures in the blank spaces in the
Convention. As figures were involved, negotiations would, however, probably be necessary
between the Governments, certain difficulties would have to be overcome and a few
controversial points settled.

In the interests of their work, the powers and the duties of the Preparatory Commission
should not be reduced. It had to frame the preliminary draft Convention, and it was in
establishing texts that the political difficulties were met which had to be settled by the
Governments represented.

Among these difficulties there was one which was encountered at the very moment of
beginning their work, and that was the fundamental difference of opinion existing as to the
method of carrying out the limitation and reduction of naval armaments. He accordingly
was much more concerned to clear away this obstacle and to find an agreement than to indicate
the date on which it might be desirable to summon the Conference.

That was his idea in introducing the sentence asking the Committee to note with
satisfaction that a serious and successful effort had been made by two nations in regard to naval
armaments.

The German proposal had refused them this modest reward. He did not think that that
would do any harm, but he would have been glad if the Third Committee had been able to
associate itself, by adopting the text submitted by the French delegation, with the method
proposed by the President of the Preparatory Commission when he asked States to enter into
discussions and do what they could to enable the Preparatory Commission to hold a successful
meeting. The satisfaction given would not have been regarded in the light of a reward for
work they had done, but rather as a call to work in the future.

That being the case, he stated, in conclusion, after indicating the points on which
agreement was possible and the reservations he had made on other points, that a Drafting
Committee should be appointed, which would consider what modifications might be made in
the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador) said he understood that, for the moment, they were merely
discussing the final paragraph of the proposals submitted. The earlier paragraphs would no
doubt be referred to a Drafting Committee for the purpose of bringing into line the texts of
the two resolutions, which as a matter of fact were very much alike.

He desired to make one observation as to the inclusion of the Paris Pact. He was not in
any way opposed to the Pact, which morally was of extraordinary value; but he thought it
right to say that a similar proposal had been submitted to the'First Committee for mentioning
the Pact in a draft resolution concerning the codification of International Law, with special
reference to the possible relations between the Pact and the present position of arbitration.
It was rightly pointed out in the First Committee that the Paris Pact could not legally be
regarded as existing, since it had not yet been ratified. He desired to make the same
statement here and to draw Count Bernstorff's attention to the position.

He went on to say that M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution, though it might appear
somewhat cautious, was a wise one. Count Bernstorff's resolution, on the other hand, was
perhaps better calculated to impress public opinion, but it might subsequently cause great
disappointment. Accordingly, they should not yet consider the possibility of summoning
a Conference for the Reduction of Armaments, since the very possibility of holding such
a Conference depended on the results of the appeal which was to be made to Governments,
asking them to reduce, as far as possible, the difficulties at present existing between them.

They might perhaps meet the wishes of Count Bernstorff and M. Benes, who had also
described M. Paul-Boncour's resolution as being a cautious one, if they added the following
words to the end of the French proposal:

" ... At the beginning of 1929, in order that the Council may consider the expediency
of convening the Conference if, as a result of the appeal made to Governments, it has
been found possible to overcome the present differences of opinion. "
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Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he had no wish to create difficulties as to the procedure
they should adopt. He was quite prepared, indeed, to continue the discussion on the basis
of M. Paul-Boncour's resolution. When, however, that discussion was at an end, he would
ask the Chairman to appoint a Drafting Committee to bring the two texts into line before the
Committee was asked to vote on M. Paul-Boncour's resolution. Should they have to vote on
the unamended resolution, he would be compelled to vote against it.

The great defect in M. Paul-Boncour's resolution was that it mentioned a meeting of the
Preparatory Commission without mentioning the summoning of the general Conference.
What would be the result if, in the absence of agreement between the Powers, the President
of the Preparatory Commission was unable to convene this Commission ? They would not
know what was taking place and, as the Preparatory Commission had not been convened, they
could not find out. Would there be a further period of somnolence like that of the last six
months ? Or would they continue their work even in the absence of agreement ? The
essential point was to find out the best way to pursue their work with a view to arriving at
disarmament.

He said he would have been extremely glad to offer M. Paul-Boncour his laurel wreath,
for he was sure that the French delegate and his Government had been actuated by the best
intentions in reaching an agreement. He did not know, however, what that agreement was,
and accordingly he could not express a satisfaction with regard to the main issue or even the
commencement of negotiations with the results of which he was not acquainted.

When framing his draft resolution, he thought, indeed, that, as regards the respective
powers of the Commission and the Conference, he was in complete agreement with M. Paul-
Boncour, who had, at a meeting of the Assembly two years ago, spoken the following words:

"I personally do not think that the Preparatory Commission can conceivably take
the place of the future Conference as regards the actual work to be done. In my view,
its duty is simply to draw up and define a programme, whereas the Conference, and the
Conference alone, will be entitled to enlarge that programme and frame a Convention.

"My reasons for this view are twofold. In the first place, certain nations are not
represented on the Preparatory Commission, and, considering the vital interests involved,
I doubt whether they would agree to any hard-and-fast arrangement being made before
they themselves had had ample opportunity of expressing their opinions."

For the foregoing reason he added that, in accordance with the instructions he had
received from his Government, he was compelled to state that it was essential that the
convening of the Conference should be fixed in one way or another, otherwise there was no
guarantee that the disarmament work would be pursued.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) considered that the discussion had enabled them to ascertain
the position of the various members of the Committee, and that the time had come to appoint
a Drafting Committee.

This Committee would be asked to combine the two texts at present under consideration,
taking M. Paul-Boncour's proposal as a basis, and to indicate in a final resolution the opinions
expressed in the Committee.

He thought that, in the resolution appealing to Governments to come to an agreement,
it would be advisable to refer to the agreements already existing.

As regards the date of the Conference, he pointed out that in 1924 they had said that the
Conference would meet in 1925, and in 1926 they had given the date as 1927. They were now
talking of 1929 as the date of the Conference. He recognised that the selection of a definite
date might previously have been of some use in speeding up the work, but he did not think
that it offered any advantage now. Other forces, indeed, were now at work to secure the
meeting of the Disarmament Conference at the earliest possible date - public opinion and
conditions within the various countries, the signing of a number of international instruments,
the growth of mutual confidence and the settlement of various important questions of
international policy.

For his own part, he thought it inadvisable to fix a date, but he appreciated Count
Bernstorff's point of view. They must endeavour to secure a formula which would satisfy
everyone.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that, in view of his country's peculiar position as regards
disarmament, he thought he might speak quite impartially.

It; was desirable that the Drafting Committee to be appointed should be acquainted with
the general trend of opinion in the Committee in order that the draft it would prepare might
be accepted without further discussion.

He supported M. Guerrero's statements. The German delegate had referred in his
proposal to the Paris Pact. Without wishing to under-estimate the value oi that Pact from
the moral and legal points of view, he considered that the Third Committee would do well
to follow the example of the First Committee and not mention the Pact.

As regards the date of the Conference, three years ago he had recommended that it should
not be fixed. For one thing, experience had proved that fixed dates could not always be
adhered to, and for another, he did not believe that pressure could be exerted by this means.
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After having disappointed public opinion so often, they should not go out of their way to
create fresh disappointment.

The question was rather different in the case of the Preparatory Commission, because
this was a body already working. M. Paul-Boncour's proposal did not fix a definite date;
it merely expressed the hope that every effort would be made by the Governments with a
view to resolving the final difficulties and enabling the Preparatory Commission to meet
towards the end of the present year. This modest hope was reasonable and he was willing
to support it.

M. SATO (Japan) stated that his Government had always been prepared to consent to a
meeting of the Preparatory Commission with a view to a second reading. The date, however,
should not be fixed without due thought. He remembered that, at the March session, the
United States delegate had been somewhat annoyed at being summoned to a meeting the date
of which had been arbitrarily fixed.

He himself, as had been the case at the last session, was in favour of preliminary private
conversations taking place between the persons concerned, with a view to dispelling any
misunderstandings which might exist and smoothing over difficulties. In this connection,
he had approved M. Loudon's proposal, and he thought that it deserved serious consideration.

He had received no instructions from his Government regarding the date of the general
Conference, nor was he instructed to represent his Government at the future Disarmament
Conference. But he thought, speaking personally, that it would be somewhat dangerous
to fix at the present moment a definite date for that Conference.

Several speakers - among them M. Benes - had expressed doubts as to the possibility
of fixing a date for the Conference. He would refer to the material side of the question.

The Conference would be of such importance that the number of delegates for each country
would be considerable. At Washington, when the Naval Conference took place, certain
delegations had consisted of two hundred members; last year, the Japanese delegation at the
Naval Conference had numbered seventy members. Now the future Conference would also
deal with the problem of disarmament by sea, on lana, and in the air; and for this reason it
was expected that the Japanese delegation would consist of at least one hundred delegates.
Before bringing such a large delegation from so far away, it must be certain that such a
Conference would achieve definite results; it would not be worth while for the delegation to
come if only a set-back were to be registered.

Everything possible must be done and all efforts concentrated in order to bring the
Preparatory Commission to a successful end, and according to the results obtained they would
see whether or not the Conference could be held.

As regards the Preparatory Commission, the date of its next meeting was of little
importance, since all the delegates were prepared to attend, but the work would be facilitated
if the date were fixed.

Another method would be to convene the Commission without preparation, and, as had
been suggested, to have the naval question discussed in a sub-committee, but he doubted the
efficacy of such a method. The naval question was one of the most difficult to solve; a sub-
committee might discuss it for some time and the members who had come to attend the
plenary Commission would remain idle for several days.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) would reply to M. Motta's invitation to the delegations to
put forward their points of view, in stating what instructions he had received from his
Government, in order that the Committee might be in a position to decide with a full knowledge
of the facts. Previous speakers had made such full explanations that there was no need to
prolong the discussion.

Two proposals were before the Committee, and the preamble in both cases was much the
same. There were certain differences in drafting, and certain ideas had been emphasised in
the one proposal and passed over in the other. The conclusion, it was true, contained a more
striking divergence.

As regards the preamble, he shared the German delegation's point of view. M. Paul-
Boncour had agreed to modify certain paragraphs in his text, but he appeared to set aside
other suggestions made by Count Bernstorff. For his part, he would support all the
amendments which the latter had submitted.

As regards the conclusion, it would appear that the statements submitted by the delegates
who had shown the danger of convening the Conference without proper preparation ought
to override every other consideration. It would be extremely dangerous to initiate a
Conference without being more or less certain that it would succeed. Great importance
should be attached to the work of the Preparatory Commission, which increased in value every
year. The Council had adopted the recommendations submitted by that Commission on the
subject of its composition, and would probably continue to do so. Countries which were no
longer represented on the Council would doubtless retain their place in the Preparatory
Commission and twenty-nine countries would be thus represented. If the Preparatory
Commission - numerous as it was - were to reach an agreement, even though it took several
months to accomplish its work, there would be more chance of success for the Convention.

He therefore entirely agreed with the conclusion of the French delegation's proposal.
They must know when the Commission could meet. Several methods had been suggested
and several possibilities contemplated, but he could not at the moment give an opinion as to
their advisability. He thought that, without adopting any of these methods, it was preferable
to entrust the matter to the President of the Preparatory Commission, as the latter, being in
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touch with all the delegates to this Commission, would be able to know whether certain
divergences had been reconciled by an exchange of views or even by agreements between the
Governments. The President was so experienced that there was no need to make too definite
suggestions.

He only hoped that the opportune moment would come as speedily as possible.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain), speaking of the Paris Pact, said that his Government, not having
yet determined its attitude, he could not give any opinion as to the substance of the question.
He merely wished to add an explanation as to what had taken place in the First Committee:
in this Committee the question had been considered from the legal point of view, and as it
had been shown that the Paris Pact marked no advance in the field of conciliation, arbitration
and the judicial settlement of disputes, allusion to this Pact had been avoided.

In the Third Committee, however, the position was different, because they were working
in the political sphere, and it was a question of whether the Paris Pact should be mentioned
in the second paragraph of M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution, where reference was made
to the present conditions of security, but he did not insist on either the inclusion or the
omission of this reference.

He noted that they were agreed as to the impossibility of fixing a date for the Conference
or for a meeting of the Preparatory Commission.

M. Paul-Boncour, in his draft resolution, had expressed a hope which everyone would
share, namely, that the Preparatory Commission might meet as soon as possible - at the end
of 1928 or at the beginning of 1929. The date, therefore, was not definitely fixed and public
opinion could not reasonably be disappointed if this hope were not realised. However that
might be, they could perhaps reconcile the existing points of view by completing the last
paragraph of the French proposal with the words:

"Expresses the hope that these solutions may be arrived at an early date, thus
facilitating the convening of the general Disarmament Conference."

M. SOKAL (Poland) stated that, after discussion by the Drafting Committee, a text
combining the two proposals before them would come before the Commission. Rather than
this solution, he would have preferred the one submitted by the British delegate, which laid
down that the French text should be taken as the basis of work and such amendments made
to it as were deemed necessary.

In any case, he adhered to M. Paul-Boncour's draft, but he would have liked certain
modifications to be made in the preamble.

The first two paragraphs raised the question which had so often been discussed in the
Preparatory Commission: disarmament and security, or rather security and disarmament.
He maintained in its entirety his point of view that disarmament was connected organically
with security, and he would be glad if it were laid down that without security there could be no
disarmament. This was the theory upheld by certain delegations and, in particular, the
French delegation.

In concluding, he expressed the hope that the Committee would take his statement into
consideration.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) noted that several speakers had said that they should have
confidence in the President of the Preparatory Commission. He had felt confidence in
M. Loudon for a long time past; but the difficulty was that M. Loudon, under the terms of

the French proposal, had no power to convene the Preparatory Commissioti if the Governments
which were divided on certain questions did not come to an agreement. It was necessary,
therefore, to ask the Drafting Committee to amend the terms of the proposal in this
connection.

(The general discussion was closed.)

32. Constitution of the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee should be composed as follows:
M. BENES, Count BERNSTORFF, M. PAUL-BONCOUR, Lord CUSHENDUN, M. GUERRERO,
M. LANGE, M. LOUDON, M. SOKAL.

The proposal was adopted.

(The Committee rose at 7.10 p.m.)
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TENTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 20th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

33. Adoption of the Report relating to the Establishment of a Radio-telegraphic Station for
the League of Nations (Annex 5).

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) declared himself in agreement with the draft resolution submitted
by the Sub-Committee in regard to the proposed wireless station. He wished, however, to
make it clear how the question now stood, and to propose an addition to the report which
constituted a simple statement of fact. He had already communicated this amendment to
the Chairman of the Committee and to the Rapporteur.

How could the League of Nations ensure its freedom of communications with the Members
of the League and with the States not Members in ordinary times and in time of emergency ?
Three solutions had been under consideration.

The most ambitious consisted in the construction and operation of the station by the
League of Nations. It had been rejected unanimously, for financial and technical reasons.
The second solution was that, in pursuance of an offer made by the Federal Government, the
latter should construct, with the help of the League of Nations, a station with medium-
and short-wave apparatus. In peace-time, its operation would be in the hands of the Swiss
authorities; in time of emergency, the stat on would be transferred to the League of Nations
subject to certain guarantees which were asked for by the Confederation which did not raise
any objections of principle.

The third solution was that the Confederation should construct a station itself, beginning
with a medium-wave station, leaving it to be seen whether later more could not be done.
The construction and operation of the station would be in the hands of the Federal
Government, but a modus vivendi would be concluded between it and the League of Nations
so as to ensure the freedom and independence of the League's communications.

The first of these solutions having been rejected, it had not proved possible to go fully
into the second owing to technical and financial objections. The Swiss delegation had then
declared that, in any case, the Confederation was prepared to construct at Geneva a medium-
wave wireless station which would be placed at the League's disposal according to
requirements. Naturally, however, the Confederation would never have thought of
constructing a wireless station at Geneva if that town had not been the seat of the League
of Nations.

But, when it came to working out the details of this solution, discussions took place
which did not end in a complete agreement. Nevertheless, he wished to point out that
the Swiss delegation had formally declared that it would have asked the Federal Council, if
the League of Nations so desired, to conclude a modus vivendi which would ensure the full
freedom of communications of the League of Nations with the States Members or non-Members
of the League both in time of peace and in time of emergency.

To sum up, added M. Motta, the Sub-Committee had been of the opinion that the problem
was not one of immediate urgency, that its various elements should continue to be studied,
and that its solution should be deferred until the next ordirary session of the Assembly.

He agreed to this proposal and accepted the draft resolution which had been put forward.
He wished it, however, to be made quite clear in the report that an offer had been made by
Switzerland in the event of the last solution being adopted, and he suggested that an impartial
statement of fact should be inserted in the report. Accordingly, the following paragraph
might be added at the end of the report :

" It should, however, be added that the Swiss delegation expressed the intention
of recommending the Swiss Federal Council to agree with the League of Nations as to the
terms of a modus vivendi which, in the Swiss delegation's opinion, would effectively
ensure the full freedom of communications of the League of Nations both in time of peace
and in time of emergency."

M. Motta concluded by asking his colleagues to approve this addition.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, agreed to introduce into the report the paragraph
proposed by M. Motta, which stated a fact and completed the account given of what had
occurred in the Sub-Committee.

He desired, however, to add that the Federal Government's lastproposal raised certain
difficulties. The installation of a medium-wave station alone did not satisfy the overseas
countries, which also desired to be in direct communication with the League of Nations in
times of emergency. Moreover, the fact that the Swiss Government did not make the same
offers in regard to this station as in regard to the complete station did not solve the problem :
the problem of having independent communications in times of emergency.

It was for these reasons that it had been preferred to leave the whole problem in suspense,
on the understanding, however, that investigations from the technical, financial and legal
points of view would continue, so that the Assembly at its next ordinary session should
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have at its disposal full information permitting it to pronounce with an adequate knowledge
of the facts on the various proposals put forward this year.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that, whilst accepting the text of M. Guerrero's report,
the Italian delegation also gave its full adhesion to M. Motta's proposal that the report should
be supplemented by the amendment which had been read. This addition seemed expedient
and even necessary, since it explained fully the very clear attitude taken by the Swiss
delegation in the matter.

M. SATO (Japan) said that, when this question had been discussed for the first time, he
had ventured to express some doubts as to the feasibility of constructing and equipping a
long-range wireless station. Given the present circumstances as they were, he had no
objection to make to the report and to the resolution.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee's views on M. Guerrero's draft report, supplemented
by the amendment which M. Motta had read.

The report thus amended and the draft resolution were adopted.

34. Adoption of the Draft Resolution on the Submission and Recommendation of the Model
Treaties of Non-aggression and Mutual Assistance.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had drawn up two
draft resolutions which would be found in the Committee's report.

In the first draft resolution the Committee suggested that the Assembly should
recommended the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance which the

Committee had drawn up to the consideration of the States whether Members or not of the
League. The text of this draft was as follows: 

" The Assembly,
" Having noted the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance prepared

by the Committee on Arbitration and Security;

" Appreciating the value of.these model Treaties;

" And convinced that their adoption by the States concerned would contribute
towards strengthening the guarantees of security:

" Recommends them for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the
League of Nations; and

"Hopes that they may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude treaties of this
sort. "

It should be noted, said the Chairman, that the three model Treaties of non-aggression

and mutual assistance contained clauses dealing with the pacific settlement of disputes, and
these clauses were substantially identical with those contained in the Treaties for the pacific
settlement of international disputes drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

In regard to the latter Treaties, the Third Committee was still waiting for the legal
opinion which the First Committee had been requested to give. It was clear that any
observations the First Committee might make would have to be borne in mind as relating to

the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance as well as to the other Treaties.
He was therefore of opinion that it was only subject to this reservation and to the eventual

opinion of the First Committee that the Third Committee could immediately embark upon a

study of the political clauses of the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance.

General NENADOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that, during

the last session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, his delegation had proposed to

the Committee an alteration in Article 3 of the model collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance.

Feeling that the model Treaty did not give sufficient guarantees to the signatory Powers

of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation deemed it necessary

to insert in Article 3 of model Treaty D a clause similar to that in Article 4, paragraph 3, of

the Rhine Pact, which provided for the case of a flagrant violation of the Treaty.
His delegation considered that this clause was not merely of great importance, but was

essential, inasmuch as it greatly increased the element of security for each of the Powers

signatories of that Treaty. It already existed, for the case of a flagrant violation, in the Rhine
Pact, and it seemed only logical that a similar clause should be inserted in the Treaty of Mutual

Assistance. The sole object of this measure was to provide against flagrant aggression;
it would have the effect of preventing the aggressor from availing himself of the delay which

must inevitably occur before the Council reached its decision.
The length of this inevitable delay between the outbreak of the conflict and the Council's

decision could not be foreseen, but it was of great importance, and could even prove fatal in

the case of certain countries or regions, and thus bring disaster on a country which was the

victim of aggression. In future wars, with modern engines of warfare, the initial attacks

might well be unexpectedly swift and extremely violent and could only be stopped with the

immediate and unhesitating assistance of the signatories of the Treaties of mutual assistance.
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His delegation therefore insisted on the necessity of an alteration in Article 3 of the draft
collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance. The entire clause, just as it was in Annex 6 of the
Minutes of the third session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, should in his
opinion be inserted in Article 3, for the insertion of that clause would give a valuable additional
guarantee to the parties signing the Treaty.

Otherwise, there would, be a danger that the Treaty of Mutual Assistance would not be
effective enough and that the intervention ol the Council would take place too late.

The delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes therefore proposed the
insertion in Article 3 of the following provision:

" In the case of a flagrant violation of Article 1 of the present Treaty by one of the
High Contracting Parties, each of the other Contracting Parties hereby undertakes
immediately to come to the help of the Party against which such a violation or breach has
been directed, as soon as the said Power has been able to satisfy itself that this violation
constitutes an unprovoked act of aggression and that, by reason either of the crossing of
the frontier or of the outbreak of hostilities, immediate action is necessary. Nevertheless,
the Council of the League of Nations, when officially informed of the question in
accordance with the first paragraph of this article, will issue its findings, and the High
Contracting Parties undertake to act in accordance with the recommendations of the
Council, provided that they are concurred in by all the members other than the
representatives of the parties which have engaged in hostilities."

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) said that the Roumanian delegation unreservedly supported
the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in the declaration he had just
made, and considered the insertion in a model Treaty of Non-Aggression and Mutual
Assistance of a clause like the one proposed at- a recent meeting of the Committee on
Arbitration and Security and: similar to the clause of Article 4 of the Rhine Pact, would be,
not merely useful, but essential for the purpose of increasing the guarantees provided -for in
such a treaty. .. .

At the last session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security it had been pointed out,
during the debate, that the model Treaty D was not a ne varietur treaty,'but that, for the
convenience of certain areas, clauses could be inserted in it, and among the clauses suggested
was the provision which the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had
now proposed.

The Roumanian delegation had taken note of the declaration, but if the insertion pure and
simple in the model Treaty of the clause which had just been proposed by the Serb-Croat-
Slovene delegation was not possible, it would like the fact to be recorded in the report to be
submitted to the Assembly.

The delegate of Roumania declared in conclusion that it was the intention of his
Government in regard to model Treaties D to consider the insertion of -this clause as essential
and indispensable.

M. SOKAL (Poland) observed that the question raised by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation
with the support of the Roumanian delegation was no new one, but it might be advisable to
-explain briefly its importance.

He wished first of all to express his entire agreement with the views of the two speakers
who had preceded him. The facts were as follows: There were two stages in the activity
of the League : the first was the preventive stage, but, as all the means which the League could
employ for the prevention of war were sufficiently known already, he did not wish to dwell
on that point. Should these preventive means prove inadequate, however, the result would
be an armed conflict. The Committee's efforts must therefore be directed towards reinforcing
all the means of prevention as much as possible, and securing the adoption of measures
calculated to stop war even after it had begun.

He observed that the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security formed one
solid block. Prevention, non-aggression and mutual assistance, as well as the German
Suggestions for the prevention of war, were components of a single whole.

In the present case the eventuality of a conflict which could not be stopped was being
considered. He here recalled M. Paul-Boncour's very judicious remark that at the outbreak
of a conflict the aggressor would endeavour to precipitate events in order to prevent the
setting in motion of the preventive machinery. That would be a case of flagrant aggression.
For that reason it was indispensable that provision should be made in the Treaties of non-
aggression and mutual assistance to meet cases of flagrant aggression, for, unless this were
done, there would be a risk of rendering the mutual assistance utterly ineffectual, since it
would be offered too late.

The request put forward by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation was therefore justified,
and even in a model treaty which was not of the ne varietur 'type, but would be adapted to a
whole series of local and special situations, that flagrant-aggression clause should be included.

He was glad that the question had been raised, for public opinion, in considering that
instrument of guarantee against war, would not understand how the representatives of the
Governments could have omitted to contemplate a hypothesis which, in the opinion of all
political and military experts, would have every probability of becoming a reality if a war
broke out.. 

He pointed' out that they were discussing provision for mutual assistance in case
flagrant aggression i.n: a regional. pact only, and not in a universal protocol.
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The Roumanian delegate had asked that the Rapporteur should emphasise in his report
the importance of that clause for a great number of States. He himself thought that it
would be preferable, and quite practicable, to insert that clause in the model itself.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that he agreed with the delegates of Poland, Roumania
and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in regretting that the case of flagrant
aggression should not have been covered by the model Treaties of mutual assistance, for in his
opinion flagrant aggression was to be regarded not as an exceptional case but as the most
probable contingency. On that very ground he had strongly supported the suggestions put
forward by the German delegation to prescribe an immediate stoppage of hostilities and the
prompt evacuation of any points which might have been occupied. They should bear in
mind that the party desirous of making war would endeavour, in order to avoid the machinery
of arbitration, to take action before the League could intervene. There was also a danger that
that party would not readily accept the Council's intimations. It was perhaps in the latter
case that the mutual assistance provided for in the Treaty should come into action.

He was afraid, however, that it might be imprudent, at the present time, to attempt to
alter the model Treaties under consideration, which embodied the results of long and arduous
work.

M. Politis had pointed out the root difference between Treaties A, B, C and the Treaties
of mutual assistance. Room had been found for the ideas of arbitration and conciliation in
typical Treaties which the Powers were invited to sign. The model Treaties of mutual
assistance, on the other hand, in virtue of their novelty and the wide range of contingencies
which they had to meet, were put forward as suggestions, as models in which the contracting
parties could make any variations they thought fit. They had decided to indicate these
alternatives in the covering report and to make special mention of the case of flagrant
aggression. In order to avoid all ambiguity, they had even decided to reproduce in the report
the actual text of the passage from the Locarno Agreements. That had been done, and he thought
the wishes of his colleagues would be met if the Third Committee adopted the same course.

M. POLITIS (Greece) wished to add a few remarks in support of M. Paul-Boncour. The
question under consideration had been debated at great length, both by the Committee on
Arbitration and Security and by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the drafting of the texts.
As a result of compromise, it had been decided to reserve that question as an alternative
and to indicate this in the Introductory Note, at the same time reproducing the text from the
Treaty of Locarno.

He wished to refer once more to the general nature of the work of the Committee. Its
drafts were neither final nor complete. It had, so to speak, produced skeleton treaties, which
could only be signed after negotiation. The nature of these negotiations would vary with
countries, interests and political circumstances. The case of flagrant aggression had not
been made the object of a universal clause owing to the fear that in some cases, which would
not be identical with those which made it possible to conclude the Locarno Agreements,
the indication contained in such a clause might prove more harmful than otherwise, and that
not merely for the League, but also, and above all, for the States, which were endeavouring
to find additional guarantees of security in the conclusion of these Treaties.

They might consider the following hypothesis. In their anxiety to mark their sense of
the danger threatening one of the contracting parties, other parties might hold that flagrant
aggression had taken place, and forthwith set in motion the scheme of assistance provided for
in the Treaty. A few days later the Council might arrive at the contrary conclusion. What
would happen if the Council said that the party against which assistance had been given did
not deserve the epithet of aggressor ? The general peace would be threatened and so, more
especially, would the parties directly concerned.

It was therefore wiser not to translate that clause into a general rule, but to state merely
that it might be useful and practicable in given circumstances to insert a similar clause, after
the model of the Locarno Agreements, in the Treaties in question.

He hoped that his colleagues would be satisfied with the maintenance of that passage
in the Introductory Note, without, as requested by M. Sokal, substituting the word
"necessary " for the word " useful ", for if they adopted the word " necessary " it would
appear illogical on the Committee's part not to have made that clause into a general rule and
embodied it in the model Treaty.

It was understood that when Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance were being
concluded, the situation should be examined in order to ascertain the possibility or advisability
of inserting the clause on flagrant aggression. The same would, moreover, apply to many
other questions which they had been compelled to reserve, such as the guarantee of the
territorial status quo, the accession of third States and the creation of demilitarised zones.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) said that, after M. Politis's explanations, with which he entirely
agreed, there was no need for him to speak.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) pointed out that most of the model Treaties, the first
paragraphs of which had just come under discussion, were still being considered by other
Committees. He wished to ask for certain explanations on the subject of some of the articles
of the Treaty which were also contained in other model Treaties and, as the attitude of the
Hungarian delegation would depend on these explanations, he was not able to give an opinion
at the moment without knowing the final drafting of the text of the other model Treaties.
He was therefore obliged to reserve his decision on the model Treaties as a whole until he
knew the result of the First Committee's deliberations,
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M. SOKAL (Poland) said that he had listened with the greatest attention to the explanations
furnished, but that he had not noted in the Minutes of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security any undertaking entered into by the members of that Committee not to intervene
on the subject of these questions when they came before the Third Committee.

He would like, before all, to dispel the displeasing impression that, in spite of the existence
of a compromise arrived at in the Committee, members of the Committee were reviving
proposals which the compromise had appeared to set aside. After the discussions of the
Committee on Arbitration and Security, the text of a model Treaty D had been drawn up.
In the Introductory Note there was a variant submitted by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation,
which at the meeting on July 3rd, 1928, had made a statement on this subject; in which
statement, however, there was nothing to indicate that the delegation had agreed with any
compromise. He thought that opinions in the Committee were so divided that it would be
difficult to say on which side there was a majority.

Without wishing to enter into a discussion as to the substance of the question, he thought,
however, that there was no really serious disagreement in the Committee concerning the
procedure to be followed with regard to the proposal made by the Serb-Croat-Slovene
delegation and supported by the Roumanian delegation. He added that Poland entirely
associated herself with the proposal of these two delegations that model D should be
submitted in its entirety to the Governments with the Introductory Note. He was sure that
he interpreted the wishes of a great number of delegates in saying that it would be desirable
to mention, in the report to be submitted to the Assembly, that certain countries - without
saying whether they were in the majority or in the minority - considered that model D
should contain the clause in question. As regards the procedure, this formula might be readily
accepted - for in this connection no divergence of opinion had revealed itself.

The extremely important arguments developed by the French and Greek delegates were,
so far as the substance of the question was concerned, inclined to favour the theory put
forward; these delegates merely stressed the fact that, for motives of expediency and general
co-ordination, it would perhaps be more advisable not to insist. He concluded by pointing
out that, as regards the substance of the question, there was not really any opposition to
the insertion of this clause in the Treaty.

M. VON SIMSON (Germany) said he wished to comment on the Polish delegate's last
sentence. He did not share the opinion of the delegates of Roumania, the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and Poland, but he did not wish to repeat his Government's point
of view, which he had already had occasion to explain at length in previous speeches.

As regards the procedure to be followed, he entirely agreed with M. Politis and had no
objection to the Introductory Note being mentioned in the resolution.

In a previous resolution, a statement had been made to the effect that the value of the
Treaty drawn up as a result of the German delegation's suggestions was highly appreciated,
and he expressed the hope that the same wording might be used regarding the Treaties under
discussion.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) proposed to close the discussion on this question, which had
been dealt with at length and had given rise to laborious negotiations.

The Polish delegate had been right in predicting that this discussion would be resumed by
the Third Committee. The question was in fact of vital importance, and he confessed that,
as Chairman of the Committee, he had found himself in a difficult position. He greatly
appreciated the arguments put forward by his friends and warmly supported them, but as
Chairman of the Committee he had tried to obtain unanimity and to achieve a compromise
- the same compromise at bottom that M. Paul-Boncour and M. Politis had endeavoured to

achieve.
He thought that his friends might also agree to this compromise, provided that their

point of view was emphasised in the report. The discussion might now be closed and the
resolution adopted.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Committee now had to give its first-reading vote, for
it was possible that observations might be transmitted by the First Committee entailing
modifications in the drafts.

M. POLITIS (Greece) pointed out that the First Committee only dealt with arbitration
treaties.

The CHAIRMAN replied that certain considerations connected with those Treaties might
affect the Treaties with which the Third Committee dealt. That was why he wanted to make
this simple reservation.

The resolution on the submission and recommendation of model Treaties of non-
aggression and mutual assistance would therefore be drafted as follows :

" The Assembly,
" Having noted the model Treaties' of non-aggression and mutual assistance prepared

by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and amended as a result of the work
of the First and Third Committees of the Assembly, together with the explanations
supplied in the Introductory Note drawn up by the first-named Committee;

" Highly appreciating the value of these model Treaties;
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"And convinced that their adoption by the States concerned would contribute
towards strengthening the guarantees of security;

" Recommends them for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the
League of Nations; and

" Hopes that they may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude treaties of
this sort."

It would also be understood that Article 4 of the Rhine Pact would be embodied in its,
entirety in the Introductory Note.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) expressed the same reservations with regard to this draft
resolution as he had formulated concerning the text of the model Treaties.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee had come to an agreement.
Subject to the reservations formulated, the draft resolution was adopted with the amendments

proposed.

35. Discussion of the Draft Resolution concerning the Good Offices of the Council with regard
to Treaties of Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that this resolution would run as follows:

" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 25th, 1926,
requesting the Council to offer its good offices to States Members of the League for the
conclusion of suitable agreements likely to establish confidence and security,

"The Assembly,
"Convinced that the conclusion, between States in the same geographical area,

of Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance, providing for conc liation, arbitration
and mutual guarantees against aggression by any one of them constitutes one of the most
practical means that can now be recommended to State anxious to secure more effective
guarantees of security;

" Being of opinion that the good offices of the Council, if freely accepted by all the
parties concerned, might facilitate the conclusion of such Treaties;

" Invites the Council to inform all the States Members of the League of Nations
that, should States feel the need of reinforcing the general security conferred by the
Covenant, and of concluding a treaty of non-aggression and mutual assistance or a treaty
of non-aggression for this purpose, and should the negotiations relating thereto meet with
difficulties, the Council would, if requested - after it had examined the political situation
and taken account of the general interests of peace - be prepared to place at the disposal
of the States concerned its good offices, which being voluntarily accepted, would be
calculated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue.

General TANczos (Hungary) thought he had understood, from the discussions in the
Committee on Arbitration and Security, that the intention of that Committee was to express
its desire that the good offices of the Council might be sought if two for more States had
opened negotiations with a view to concluding one of the treaties on the model proposed
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and that, should these negotiations not
succeed owing to technical or political difficulties, the Council might be asked to offer its
good offices with a view to overcoming them.

He thought that this interpretation seemed to be in conformity with the spirit of the
discussions in the Committee on Arbitration and Security, as was also apparent from the
fact that the Introductory Note to the model collective Treaties of mutual assistance drawn
up by that Committee contained in paragraph (j) the following words:

" In these cases the Council's task would obviously be a very delicate one, but we
may be sure that it would, as ever, act with the greatest prudence, and that if it took
action in such a matter it would be likely to prove successful. "
He thought this statement implied that the Counc l's task in these cases would be to act

merely as mediator. The sentence contained in the last paragraph of the said draft resolution
seemed to give that impression. However, in order to avoid any ambiguity in the text of this
paragraph, he thought it would be advisable to insert after the words " if requested " the
words " by all the parties concerned ".

He concluded by submitting an amendment to that effect.

The discussion was deferred till the next meeting.
(The Committee rose at 5.35 p.m.)



- 76 -

ELEVENTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 21st, 1928, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium).

36. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference(continuation
of the discussion).

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Drafting Committee appointed by the Third Committee
had prepared a text entitled " Draft Resolution submitted by the Drafting Committee with
the exception of the German Delegation ". The text was as follows:

" Whereas a close connection exists between international security and the reduction
and limitation of armaments;

" And whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the
League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, and in particular by the reductions in the
armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements,
would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first general Convention for the
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments;

"And whereas those Governments which consider that their security is not
sufficiently assured to enable them to reduce and limit their armaments are now, thanks
to the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, in possession of fresh means
for strengthening their security, of which it is to be hoped that they will make use, at
need, by having recourse to the good offices of the Council;

" And whereas the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments
will increase international security;

"And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission for the
Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be
pursued so that, by further steps, armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase
of security allows;

" The Assembly:
"Urges the necessity of accomplishing the first step towards the reduction and

limitation of armaments with as little delay as possible;
" Notes with satisfaction that certain Governments have already taken steps to

prepare the way for the future work of the Preparatory Commission;
"Earnestly hopes that Governments among which differences of opinion still subsist

as to the conditions for the reduction and limitation of armaments will seek without
delay, in the most liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions
which will enable the work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and
brought to a successful issue;

" Trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in time to enable the meeting of the
Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or, should this not be
feasible, at the beginning of 1929; and

"Proposes to the Council that the Chairman of the Preparatory Commission be
instructed to keep in contact with the Governments concerned so that he may be apprised
of the progress of their negotiations and may be able to convene the Commission as soon
as possible."

The Chairman called the Committee's attention to the passage in which the Drafting
Committee: " Earnestly hopes that the Governments . . . will seek without delay, in the most
liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions which will enable the
work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and brought to a successful
issue ", and expressed his own earnest hope that the same spirit of conciliation and interna-
tional solidarity would be shown in their own Committee, would diminish differences of
opinion among them, and enable them to adopt solutions with a view to the speedy resump-
tion and success of the work of the Preparatory Commission.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that, as he was a member of the Drafting Committee,
it was hardly fitting for him to ask for any change in the proposed draft. Nevertheless, he
ventured to make a suggestion which he hoped his colleagues in the Third Committee would be
willing to consider in the spirit in which it was made, namely, in the fervent hope of securing
unanimity for a resolution which would be valueless unless it was unanimous. For its aim
was to arouse public opinion, to awaken in it the necessary hopes and obtain from it the
necessary driving force to ensure the responsible parties arriving at agreements which would
make it possible for them to bring their work to a close.
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M. Paul-Boncour would like to see eliminated from the text anything that could give
rise to the slightest uncertainty as to their determination to arrange for the Preparatory
Commission to meet again at the beginning of next year, if not before. He was well placed
to give an interpretation of the draft resolution that had just been read out inasmuch as his
colleagues had done him the honour of embodying in it the major part of the proposal which he
had himself submitted. There were two complementary propositions in the resolution.
The first was that a great effort should be made to ensure that the main difficulties which stood
in the way of the work should be removed; and the second was that they should endeavour to
fix a date in such a way that the very fixing of it would be another invitation to those
concerned to sink their differences and reach the necessary agreements.

The wording " Trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in time to enable a
meeting of the Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or, should
this not be feasibje, at the beginning of 1929 ", was clear enough as it stood. He asked
his colleagues to consider whether the words "in any case" should not be put in before
"at the beginning of 1929", in order to show their determination that the Preparatory
Commission should meet in any event.

Once assembled, it should do fruitful work provided the divergences had been overcome.
And if, by ill fortune - the contingency must be reckoned with frankly; he owed it to his
sense of realities to face it - if, by ill fortune they failed to agree, each must take his share of
the responsibility. It would then be the unpleasant duty of the President of the Preparatory
Commission, a duty the speaker hoped he would be spared, to tell the Council that agreement
had proved impossible and that a great disillusion was in store for the world.

He placed this contingency before them only to show that, in his concern for realities, he
had overlooked no eventuality, but at the same time he declared his belief that, if unanimity
could be reached on a proposal like the one submitted to them, they would be entering on a
new vista of hope.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) recalled that, at a previous meeting, he had intimated that
he could not concur in a resolution which would fix the date of the Conference, and he had
given his reasons.

The delegate of Italy had associated himself with the idea of holding a meeting of the
Preparatory Commission as soon as possible, but held that the President of that Commission
must be left to judge when the opportune moment had arrived.

That view had been taken account of by the Drafting Committee in the resolution now
submitted to the Third Committee. Only one delegation had not concurred. So far as the
Italian delegation was concerned, the draft had its full support.

The Italian delegation was able also to concur entirely in the suggestion just made by
M. Paul-Boncour.

With regard to the preamble, the speaker had suggested at the time that this should be
drafted from the two original texts, and, generally speaking, he was satisfied with the present
version. As regards the paragraph beginning " Notes with satisfaction. . . ", however,
he would have preferred that the Assembly should not express an opinion on any act or
agreement the contents of which it did not know, and thought this paragraph should be
omitted from the proposed text. Nevertheless, he would not stand in the way of its
adoption, but suggested an amendment which would make its acceptance easier. Instead
of saying: "The Assembly . . Notes with satisfaction the fact that certain Governments
have already taken steps to prepare . . . ", it would be better to say " The Assembly . . .
Notes with satisfaction the steps taken by certain Governments to prepare . .

He hoped that the French and British delegations and the Committee as a whole-would
approve this suggestion, which would make the wording simpler, while keeping the reference
to the steps taken - a reference which it had been considered desirable to include.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) reminded them of the reasons why the German delegation
had felt unable to accept the text of the resolution before the Committee.

The Chancellor of the Reich had asked the Assembly to convene the Disarmament
Conference, and the resolution was not at all in keeping with that proposal. Nevertheless,
perhaps it would be possible to arrive at a compromise, as that was the way matters almost
always ended at Geneva.

But the resolution was not acceptable to the German delegation in view of the great ideas
on which the League was based, and for the sake of which Germany had entered the League.
Germany felt that the League was the great world-institution for pacification and disarmament.
There were, of course, at the present time still obstacles in the way of disarmament, and in
order to eliminate them he fully realised that Governments must be given time to come to
an agreement on the points at issue. He quite understood that, before convening the
Preparatory Commission, they should wait till certain obstacles had been overcome, leaving
the President of the Commission to judge when the moment had arrived. But the proposed
resolution was tantamount to an absolute abdication by the League in the matter of
disarmament, inasmuch as it said quite plainly that the Governments still had obstacles to
overcome and that it was necessary to wait patiently until these obstacles disappeared.

The League ought to take up a totally different standpoint, and say: " The Governments
must strive to compose their differences, but if they do not, I myself will make a last great
effort at disarmament ". They could not possibly sit still and wait till the naval Powers, for
instance, should themselves solve the difficulties standing in the way of disarmament or
shelve them till the next Washington Conference.
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This was why the German delegation had not seen its way to adopt the resolution. Now,
however, the situation had changed somewhat and he was extremely grateful to M. Paul-
Boncour for proposing in a spirit of conciliation something which might bridge the gulf.

Nevertheless, he had certain reservations to make: (1) The Committee might not agree
to M. Paul-Boncour's suggestion. (2) If the Committee accepted it, he thought the relation
between the work of the Preparatory Commission and the Disarmament Conference should be
brought out. (3) There were certain points in connection with passages of the preamble 
for instance, the one raised by General de Marinis - which would have to be discussed.

The speaker wished to make these reservations before he returned to his delegation with
another proposal. He wished to explain why he felt unable to support the proposed text and
why he was particularly grateful to M. Paul-Boncour for his endeavour, by the proposed
amendment, to make the text of the resolution bearable, if not agreeable, to the German
delegation.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) did not wish to oppose an amendment which had been devised
to secure the unanimous vote of the Committee.

He reminded them of his attitude throughout the deliberations of the Preparatory
Commission. His chief concern was the success of the Preparatory Commission. He wanted
to avoid failure at any price, and that was why he had said over and over again that the great
Powers chiefly concerned - and above all the great naval Powers - must come to an
understanding on naval questions.

Once such an understanding had been reached, the speaker would have had no hesitation
in summoning the Commission on his own responsibility.

If, as seemed inevitable from the proposed new draft, he was ordered in any event to
summon the Preparatory Commission at a given time, he would consider himself as acting, not
on his own responsibility, but as the agent of the collective responsibilities of the Assembly.

He was glad it had been possible to add the last paragraph, proposing to the Council that
the President of the Preparatory Commission be instructed to keep in contact with the
nations concerned so that he might be apprised of the progress of their negotiations and might
be able to convene the Commission as soon as possible. He need not say that he would do
everything in his power for the Commission to be convened as. soon as possible.

The speaker thought the best way to proceed would be by means of private conversations
between five persons if possible, or four, three or even two. He would set to work as soon as
possible to promote the agreement which was so essential for the success of the coming meeting.

He would beg, however, for a little latitude as regards the summoning of the Commission.
M. Paul-Boncour had suggested " des le debut de 1929 "; M. Loudon would like " au debut
de 1929 ".

Three possibilities might be considered : First, that agreement would be reached a few
weeks hence, in which case the Commission might be summoned before the end of the year.

In the second place, they might very soon convince themselves that no solution could be
arrived at, and in that event too there was so reason why the Commission should not meet as
soon as possible.

But there was also the contingency that, after a few weeks, the negotiations might reach
a stage that gave every prospect of a good result, and in that case it might be advisable to
postpone convening the Commission. It should still be said that the Commission would meet
in the early part of the year, but these words would be taken to mean the first half of 1929.

The President of the Preparatory Commission hoped that his suggestion would meet with
no objections, for this interpretation would make his task easier.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that all the proposed amendments should be referred back to the
Drafting Committee. However, with regard to M. Paul-Boncour's amendment at any rate,
it would be as well for the Committee to express its opinion beforehand.

M. SOKAL (Poland) wished to explain the present position of the Committee.
The Drafting Committee had submitted to them a draft, which, unfortunately, had not

been unanimously adopted. Thereupon the representative of France had made, on his own
behalf, a proposal that constituted a supreme effort to reach unanimity, but this was
unsuccessful yesterday, the German delegation being unable to assent to the proposed text.

Although Count Bernstorff had thanked M. Paul-Boncour for his intervention, and had
referred to it as providing a bridge for the German delegation, the representative of Germany
had withheld his approval without stating what his objections were.

If then, in order to give the necessary guidance to the Drafting Committee, the speaker
were asked whether the compromise proposed by M. Paul-Boncour, in a spirit of conciliation,
ought to be accepted by the Committee, he would be obliged to reply " No " if the German
delegation continued to feel at liberty to bring up again before the Drafting Committee all
the modifications it had already proposed. If, on the other hand, the German delegation
accepted the proposal without any reservations, he would be able to reply " Yes ".

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) desired to communicate to the Committee the impression left by
the discussion that had just begun upon one who claimed to be as impartial and detached as
anybody.
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Recapitulating the three amendments, he felt that no one could have any difficulty in
supporting the amendment proposed by M. Paul-Boncour. Similarly, the proposal of General
de Marinis, which merely took note of a particular fact, should also find unanimous acceptance.
The explanation given by the President of the Preparatory Commission in defence of the slight
alteration he suggested should also have the effect of overcoming any opposition to this third
amendment.

There remained the statement made by Count Bernstorff. It contained a first reservation
which consisted in saying they were not unanimous. But this unanimity would be obtained;
consequently, the reservation would no longer apply.

A second reservation referred to the possible fate of General de Marinis's amendment.
The Committee could be reassured on that point as well : its fate would be a favourable one.

Finally, Count Bernstorff wished mention to be made of the general Conference. On this
point he ventured in a friendly spirit to draw the German representative's attention to the fact
that, as they were agreed, in any case, for the Preparatory Commission to meet in the early
months of next year, this would be equivalent to preparing for the general Conference, and
should thus give the German delegation complete satisfaction.

But the fact which should remove any idea of opposition on his part, and should have a
similar effect on the Committee as a whole, was that the President of the Preparatory
Commission had given a definite interpretation of their recommendation when he said that he
interpreted it as meaning he was to receive a kind of mandate from the Assembly to summom
the Preparatory Commission in the early months of 1929.

He asked what more was wanted, and felt that, with a little goodwill, it should be possible
to obtain complete agreement in respect of all the proposed amendments. If there were
any doubt whatsoever on the subject, they could ask for the amendments to be referred back
to the Drafting Committee, but he felt it to be unnecessary.

M. SATO (Japan) said that he could be very brief after the clear and forceful explanation
given by M. Motta. He would confine himself to saying that the Japanese delegation accepted
the three amendments proposed by the representatives of France and Italy and the President
of the Preparatory Commission.

With regard to Count Bernstorff's reservation, he found considerable difficulty in accepting
it. The Japanese delegation considered that they should concentrate all their efforts on
summoning the Preparatory Commission as soon as possible and ensuring a successful outcome
of its labours. As the Preparatory Commission would be summoned at the beginning of next
year, it could, at the conclusion of its work, fix a near date for calling the general Disarmament
Conference.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), in spite of what had been said, felt it his duty to support
the Chairman's proposal to refer back the draft resolution to the Drafting Committee. He had
the feeling that the proposed text still contained some incomprehensible contradictions.

Replying to M. Sokal, the representative of Germany said that the words " Yes " or
"No " always came at the end of a compromise and not at the beginning.

It had possibly been noticed yesterday in the Drafting Committee that, at a certain
moment, he had ceased to take part in the discussion. He felt that it would not have been fair
to discuss a compromise proposal and to accept such-and-such a point and then to say that
he did not accept the proposal as a whole. He had simply given it to be understood that,
in consequence of his instructions, he could not support the proposed resolution.

The representative of Germany repeated his request to refer the matter back to the
Drafting Committee.

M. SOKAL (Poland) felt called upon to reply directly to the question raised by Count
Bernstorff. There was undoubtedly a misunderstanding.. Certainly the words " Yes " or
"No " should not be said before a compromise had been concluded, but he considered, possibly
wrongly, that there had been no compromise. There was simply a text.

That text was valid; it had been approved by the Drafting Committee and the latter had
that day put it before them. For the reasons explained by M. Paul-Boncour, it was to be
regarded as a compromise, and, as the representative of Switzerland had said, this formula
could be regarded as being acceptable by everyone.

This feeling had been confirmed by the representative of Italy and the President of the
Preparatory Commission. In these circumstances, the situation was perfectly clear and
straightforward. What could the Drafting Committee do further except start the whole
discussion anew ?

If Count Bernstorff had proposed referring the matter back in order to introduce
alterations of some value, he would have been in agreement, but the substance of the proposal
ought not to meet with any opposition, and consequently for the time being there was no object
in altering the proposed text.

The CHAIRMAN said that he was quite willing to avoid a further meeting of the Drafting
Committee, but he thought that, in view of the importance of the question, it was advisable
that the delegates should have before them a final text modified in accordance with the
amendments on which it had proved possible to come to an agreement.

M. LANGE (Norway) supported the proposal to refer the text with the amendments to the
Drafting Committee.
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M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said that he was ready to accept any solution holding a guarantee
of complete agreement. In a spirit of conciliation he was prepared to support the proposal
of reference to the Drafting Committee if that proposal could bring about a settlement.

M. PFLUGL (Austria) desired a meeting of the Drafting Committee for another reason.
He thought that, when one of the members not in agreement asked for another meeting,
there still existed a chance of agreement and they could not ignore that chance.

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire) said he did not wish to raise any objection to the
proposed further meeting of the Drafting Committee. He thought, however, that it was
desirable to know what the Drafting Committee was going to do. Was the whole of the
document to be redrafted ? That was a possible course, but he did not think it would
advance their labours. On the other hand, if the Drafting Committee had only to incorporate
the three suggested amendments, their labours would be so light that it seemed unnecessary
to convene a meeting at all, since any person could write the amendments in with a pencil
in two minutes. Owing to the procedure which was usually followed, the three amendments
were all under discussion together, but he would have thought it better to discuss them one
by one. So far as he had been able to gather, no one had offered any opposition to any one
of the three. He himself had not done so for the simple reason that none of the three in any
degree altered the sense.

He would like to emphasise that, throughout a very long discussion at the Drafting
Committee, he pointed out that there were a good many matters in the draft to which he took
exception for various reasons, but, being extremely anxious to arrive at a unanimous decision,
he withdrew these objections and the text was agreed.

He understood that the text would be presented to the Third Committee with an
expression of regret that the German delegation had been unable to give its assent. Now
it appeared that the draft was to be thrown aside, and he would like to ask, before it was
decided to have another Drafting Committee, whether it would be confined to incorporating
in the text the three amendments to which there had been no opposition, or whether it was to
begin all over again and draft a new text.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that he perfectly understood Lord Cushendun's
attitude, but there unfortunately existed a great difference between their respective situations,
for, as the representative of a country which had been disarmed, it was his duty to be more
meticulous and to ascertain the exact significance of a proposal before he accepted it.

The proposals which had been put forward that day had been so hurriedly drafted that it
would be advisable to revise the text so as to make it quite clear. The President of the
Preparatory Commission believed that he had been given definite instructions to convene the
Preparatory Commission, but that did not clearly appear from the draft which had been
adopted.

In addition, the legal experts of the German delegation were of opinion that the second and
third paragraphs of the draft were completely inconsistent with each other.

He would be sorry if the opportunity were denied him to lay his point of view before the
Drafting Committee. He had to follow the instructions received from his Government, and
he requested the Committee to have regard for the circumstances in which he was placed and
to agree to a new meeting - however short - of the Drafting Committee.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) supported M. Motta as to the need for agreement.
He was not clear as to the usefulness of referring the amendments to the Drafting Committee,
for, if the points at issue were merely ones of drafting, it would be easy to come to an agreement
at a plenary meeting.

He thought that the difficulty was due to a certain obscurity in the draft, which did not
make it quite clear whether the Committee should meet at the end of the year, at the beginning
of 1929, or only after " agreed solutions which will enable the work of the Preparatory
Commission to be brought to a rapid and successful issue " had been reached.

The President of the Preparatory Commission had been asked to keep in contact with the
Governments concerned, but it was understood that, even if the result of these conversations
failed to realise expectations, the Commission should be convened. All the members of the
Commission were agreed that it should meet at the end of 1928 or the beginning of 1929.
That was the first fact which ought to be clearly stated. The second fact was that the result
of the Commission's work was to bring about the meeting of the Disarmament Conference.

M. SATO (Japan) said he had not at first quite understood the difficulties which Count
Bernstorff felt in accepting the draft resolution with M. Paul-Boncour's amendment, although
he had, indeed, in his earlier speech, formulated some rather vague reserves.

Since the German delegate's second speech, however, M. Sato realised that the difficulties
lay in the meaning that should be attached to the last paragraph but one. The German
delegate wished more definite instructions to be given to the President of the Preparatory
Commission, so that the latter should be obliged to convene the Commission by a certain time.

He could go so far, in that respect, as to support Count Bernstorff's suggestions.
The German delegate had also expressed doubts in regard to certain paragraphs of the

resolution. It appeared necessary, therefore, to go once more to the Drafting Committee, so
that every ambiguity should be cleared up. Count Bernstorff would then have an opportunity
of submitting his amendments, and it was to be hoped that a complete settlement would be
brought about in the course of a few hours. The Committee would thus next day - either
in the morning or in the afternoon - be in possession of a resolution that might prove
unanimously acceptable.


