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THIRD COMMITTEE
. -

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS)

AGENDA

1. ESTABLISHMENT OF A WIRELESS STATION (documents A.22, 23, 31.1928.VIII and A.13,
A.13 (a), A.13 (b), A.18, A.31.1929.VII).

2. DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE IN CASE OF WAR OR THREAT OF WAR
(document A.10.1929. II).

3. WORK OF THE ORGANISATION FOR COMMUNICATIONS AND TRANSIT: COMMUNICATIONS
OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS AT TIMES OF EMERGENCY (document A.6 (a). 19291).

4. PROGRESS OF THE WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT
CONFERENCE (documents A.6.19292 and C.195.M.74.1929. IX).

5. PRIVATE MANUFACTURE AND PUBLICITY OF MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION
AND OF IMPLEMENTS OF WAR (documents A.6.19292 and A.30.1929.IX).

6. VARIOUS QUESTIONS DEALT WITH IN THE REPORT ON THE WORK OF THE COUNCIL AND
ON THE WORK OF THE SECRETARIAT (documents A.6 and A.6 (a). 19293).

1 See Official Journal, Special Supplement No. 75: Records of the rTentlh Ordinary Session of the Assembly-
Plenary Meetings, Annex 2 (a) .

2 Ibid., Annex 2.
3 Ibid., Annexes 2 and 2 (a), Chapters 3 and 4.



FIRST MEETING

Held on Tuesday, September 3rd, 1929, at 11 a.m.

Chairman: M. COBIAN (Spain).

1. Election of Vice-Chairman.

The SECRETARY announced that M. Benes had not yet arrived in Geneva, and he read
the following message which M. Benes had sent from Prague to the Committee:

" Being detained by the work of the Hague Conference, from which I had to return
for two days to Prague, it is physically impossible for me to be present at to-day's meeting
of the Third Committee. I am particularly sorry, because my colleagues have chosen me
to be their Chairman. I am exceedingly touched by this proof of their kindness and I
thank the Third Committee most cordially. For the last ten years I have regularly taken
part in the work of the Committee and followed the work of the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. My
country has always associated itself wholeheartedly and sincerely with all the efforts of
the League of Nations towards disarmament and the final pacification of the world after
the war. The honour that my colleagues have now done me emphasises once more the
political tendencies of my country as well as my personal policy.

" I am leaving Prague for Geneva to-day so as to be present at the Committee's
next meeting. The events of the last few days at the Hague Conference will undoubtedly
prepare new ground and create a particularly favourable atmosphere for the continuation
of our work, so that it may end before long in the Conference for the Reduction and
Limitation of Armaments.

" The work of the Third Committee this year will certainly be governed by this
spirit, and it is in the same spirit that I shall endeavour to direct its activities, supported
by the goodwill of my colleagues and backed by the determination of all to make fresh
and important progress this year towards the general reduction and general limitation
of armaments. 

The Secretary said that the Committee's agenda required the election of its Bureau and
asked whether the delegates had any proposals to make on this matter.

M. POLITIS (Greece) thought that a Vice-Chairman should be elected immediately so
that a provisional agenda might be fixed. He proposed the election of M. COBIAN, whose
tact, skill and devotion they had learnt to appreciate in the Preparatory Commission.

This proposal, supported by many delegates, was adopted unanimously.

(M. Cobian took the Chair.)

The-CHAIRMAN thanked the Committee for the honour done him and considered his election
due to the sincerity and enthusiasm of his country in the matters with which the Committee
was concerned.

2. Discussion of the Committee's Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN expressed his pleasure at the sympathetic reception given to M. Benes'
mlessage.

He thought the preparation of even a provisional agenda should be postponed until M. Benes
arrived, and he read the questions which the Assembly had, at its meeting on September 2nd,
referred to the Committee:

Draft Convention for Financial Assistance in Case of War or- Threat of War.
Establishment of a Radiotelegraphic Station.
Work of the Communications and Transit Organisation. (Question relating to the

Reduction of Armaments.)

Further, the Assembly had decided to refer to the Committee certain documents relating
to control of the private manufacture and publicity of manufacture of arms, ammunition
and implements of war.

M. Loudon, whom the Committee was pleased to see among them after the unfortunate
illness which had prevented his taking part in the work of the Preparatory Commission, intended
to propose that the chapters in the General Report and Supplementary Report concerning the
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reduction of armaments should be referred to the Committee. Other proposals might be made,
which was an additional reason for not fixing an agenda, even provisionally, until M. Benes
arrived.

M. CASSIN (France) hoped that they would avoid having to summon a special meeting
to fix the agenda after the arrival of M. Benes. He asked that the questions raising financial
problems should be placed first on the Committee's agenda, so that, in accordance with the
Regulations, these questions could be referred to the Supervisory Commission during the first
fortnight of the Assembly session. He had particularly in mind the question of the radio-
telegraphic station.

The CHAIRMAN also thought that these items should figure at the head of the agenda, but
he was sure that M. Benes would bear this in mind and that the programme of work he would
submit to the Committee at its next meeting would be such as to satisfy M. Cassin.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) suggested that they should adopt the items of the
agenda, fixed by the Assembly, subject to alterations proposed by M. Benes or other members
of the Committee.

He thought that M. Benes would be very sorry if his absence held up the work of the
Committee.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee shared this view, and the provisional agenda
would therefore include the four questions referred to the Committee by the Assembly in the
order in which he had enumerated them, subject to any changes which M. Benes might propose.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) hoped that they would be given a few days' notice of the
question to be taken first, so as to avoid any delay due to lack of preparation.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia) said that M. Benes would very much regret it if his
absence were to delay the Committee. He would certainly approve the Committee's decisions.
Moreover, in the Chairman's absence it was the duty of the Vice-Chairman to direct the
proceedings and for the Committee to decide.

The CHAIRMAN thanked M. Fierlinger. He would forward Count Bernstorff's observation
to M. Benes, and the Committee would be informed of its final agenda as soon as possible.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) asked when the next meeting would be held.

The CHAIRMAN replied that it would probably take place after the general discussion on the
report to the Assembly. The time would be fixed by the General Committee of the Assembly.

(The meeting rose at 11.30 a.m.)

SECOND MEETING

Held on Wednesday, September 11th, 1929, at 3.30 p. m.

Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslavakia).

3. Publicity of the Meetings of the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN, in opening the meeting, reiterated the thanks he had already expressed to
the Committee by telegram for its mark of confidence in electing him Chairman. He assured
the members that he would endeavour to preside over their work impartially, and expressed a
hope that it would make rapid progress and lead to satisfactory results.

He proposed thatf the Committee should decide that, as in previous years, its meetings
should be public.

This was agreed.

4. Adoption of the Agenda.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to the Committee the following draft agenda. The Committee,
however, was free to modify the order in which the questions submitted to it should be examined.
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The items on the draft agenda were as follows : (1) Establishment of a radiotelegraphic
station; (2) Draft Convention for Financial Assistance in case of War or Threat of War;
(3) The work of the Communications and Transit Organisation: communications of the League
of Nations in times of emergency; (4) Progress in the work of the Preparatory Disarmament
Commission ; this item to include consideration of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security; (5) Private manufacture and publicity of the manufacture of arms, munitions and
implements of war; (6) Other questions.

He drew the Committee's attention to the resolution adopted by the Assembly on the pre-
vious day to the effect that requests for additional credits must reach the Supervisory Commission
before the following Wednesday. All decisions involving new expenditure must therefore be
taken before that date.

The draft agenda was adopted.

5. Establishment of a Wireless Station.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) reminded the Committee that this question had already been
submitted to it last year under somewhat, but not absolutely, dissimilar circumstances to those
now presented. He would endeavour to be impartial in explaining the Swiss Government's
point of view in this question, which was of the highest importance to Switzerland.

Last year, the Assembly had been unable to reach a decision. It had thought that the
most obvious solution would be to defer the question until the following session, which naturally
led them to suppose that in the meantime the Council would endeavour to elucidate certain
legal, technical and financial points. The legal adviser to the Secretariat, on the one hand, and
the Communications and Transit Organisation, on the other, were entrusted with this task.

He had had the honour to express to the Council in March last - and the Council had
concurred in his view - that consideration should not be confined to the two solutions which
had already been examined, but should also be given to a third solution proposed by the Swiss
Government, which that Government now held to be the best and most rational plan from every
point of view.

Though he did not wish to criticise or complain of anyone, he was bound to state that the
Federal Government had been somewhat surprised to observe that this third solution, which
had been clearly set forth before the Council, had not been examined by the Committee on
Communications and Transit in conformity with the desire expressed by the Council. If the
scheme had been thus examined, the Third Committee would have had more data to go upon,
and might to-day have reached an unbiased decision with full knowledge of the facts.
Unfortunately, certain data were still missing which could onlyebe provided by the
Committee on Communications and Transit.

Hhe proceeded to explain he general principles of the three schemes. The first, theoretically
possible, was that the League of Nations should itself erect a wireless station and operate it at
all times. That would mean theoretically the absolute independence of the League with regard
to all countries. When examined closely, that scheme gave rise to considerable difficulties.
Times of emergency were fortunately the exception, but, in order to have a station on which
they could rely in times of crisis, that station would have to be operated in normal times on an
intensive scale, which was hardly probable for the League of Nations under present conditions.
Moreover, various enquiries - as the documents in the hands of the delegates proved - showed
that the cost of this scheme would be 2,400,000 francs, and, what was still more important, that
the annual expenditure for the League of Nations would amount to 450,000 francs - an
expenditure which would be practically useless, since times of emergency were exceptional.

He therefore thought that this solution would not bear examination. The second scheme
was for a combined station. This had been suggested after discussions between the Secretariat
and the Government of the Swiss Confederation. An agreement could still be reached on these
lines, but he felt bound to point out that this solution was not likely at the present stage to
secure immediately the approval of the League. The proposal was as follows: the League of
Nations and the Swiss Confederation should construct a station, sharing the cost; this station
would be operated in time of peace by the Confederation and in times of emergency by the
League. In the latter case, Switzerland would merely maintain - a point which was no longer
contested - an observer in the station, and the Assembly would declare that the activities of the
station under League control could in no case be directed, from an international point of view,
against the Confederation. This solution. would cost the League of Nations 1,900,000 francs,
but the annual net expenditure would still be roughly 200,000 francs. The League would again
be obliged to expend each year a very large sum against the fortunately remote possibility of
an emergency.

The third scheme was in truth a Swiss solution, and was the last the Confederation had
submitted. He thought it ought to be very carefully considered because there was every
reason why it should be adopted. Switzerland had already built a station at Prangins, near
Geneva. She had made this sacrifice, and the station had already been working for four or five
days. This sacrifice had been made because the Confederation felt that it ought not to leave
the League of Nations any longer without a station. Switzerland felt it her duty to grant the
League all possible facilities -he was even tempted to say, all possible comforts- in this respect.
He reminded the Committee that a modus vivendi had been proposed to the Secretariat which
would certainly not cost the League more than 20,000 francs per annum. In times of emergency,
the League would have every political and moral guarantee it could require.
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This modus vivendi, which unfortunately had not been examined by the Committee on
Communications and Transit, contained, among others, the following formal statement:

" All messages sent by or addressed to the Secretariat of the League of Nations, the
International Labour Office, the official representatives of States Members of the League
and the official delegations of States non-Members will be transmitted under the same
conditions as in normal periods, and without any restriction - consequently with no right of
veto by the Federal Authority- and with the same priority rights, by the Geneva station and
by all other telegraphic and telephonic means of communication at the disposal of the
Swiss Government."

In order that the independence of the League in times of crisis should receive material and
tangible expression, the Confederation had stated that the Secretary-General might attach a
delegate to the Board of Directors of the Radio-Swiss Company, which had built the station.
This company was controlled by the Government of the Confederation.

He did not know why the Committee on Communications and Transit had not examined
this scheme. Possibly, it was because, the Assembly not having had this proposal before it the
last time it met, the Committee thought the question lay outside its (the Committee's) of terms
of reference.

He thought that idea erroneous, because -the Council had expressly stated in March last
that all the documents including the modus vivendi in question had been transmitted to the
Committee on Communications and Transit.

He had described the situation as impartially as he could. Naturally he did not ask
them to adopt immediately the solution he proposed on the mere strength of his statements.
But he thought it reasonable to request the Committee on Communications and Transit to
examine this side of the question, for by so doing they would be able later on to discover a
solution advantageous to the League of Nations.

It was true that the existing Swiss station only possessed a medium-wave transmitter
and that distant countries could not be reached by this means. The Swiss Government,
however, was prepared to discuss with the League the establishment of a short-wave transmitter.
In addition, a system of re-transmission by means of apparatus in neighbouring countries
would ensure communications with all distant countries. In the previous year this question
of relaying had been raised, in particular by the British delegation. The fact that that point
had not been studied either was, he thought, a further reason for refraining from taking an
immediate decision.

He assured them that he was not playing for position in this discussion; he was far too
sincere and fervent a sunporter of the League of Nations to do so, nor would his conscience
allow him. He had endeavoured to harmonise the interests of the League of Nations with
those of his country, and he thought that the solution he proposed was satisfactory from
that point of view.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that M. Haas, the Secretary-General of the Advisory and
Technical Committee on Communications and Transit, should explain what had happened
in the Committee.

M. HAAS (Secretary-General of the Committee on Communications and Transit) said
that the work entrusted to the Committee on Communications and Transit had been so clearly
explained by the Swiss delegate that he hardly had anything to add. Nevertheless, it might
be of interest, in order to avoid all misunderstanding, to state how this Committee had produced
the unfortunate impression that it refused to examine a proposal put forward by a Government.

The Council had requested the Committee to study one or more schemes for providing
the League of Nations with absolutely independent means of communication in times of
emergency with the greatest possible number of States Members of the League. The most
natural idea had been that of a wireless station belonging to the League itself and managed
at all times by the League, a station able to get into touch with the whole world, and, with
a view to limiting expenditure, a short-wave station.

But certain problems having arisen, the question had been asked whether the same
independence in times of emergency could not be secured by other means. During the con-
versations referred to by M. Motta, the Committee had had occasion to consider a new scheme,
similar to the previous one as regards times of emergency, but different as regards the method
of working in normal times. This scheme was to collaborate with the Radio-Swiss Company
to establish a wireless station capable of maintaining world communication. This station
would in normal times be managed by the Radio-Swiss Company, which could use it for official
and commercial traffic, and it would come in times of emergency under the control of the
League of Nations.

Certain objections referred to by M. Motta had been raised against the proposal to set
up a station belonging exclusively -to the League. Certain technical experts thought that
such a station would not have sufficient traffic in normal times to allow of its proper working
in times of emergency. Other experts thought to the contrary. As he was not an expert
himself, he could offer no opinion on this point. Other experts again thought that this scheme
possessed advantages over the second, which latter had the complication that there would
have to be a change of management in times of emergency.

In the previous year, the Committee on Communications and Transit had submitted
together these two proposals, because they provided what the Council had asked for, with
the approval of the Assembly: communication with the greatest possible number of countries,
and independence. The question had come before the last Assembly and the Committee
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thought that it had not been modified. Certainly, further studies had been requested, but
the object in view remained unchanged.

These supplementary studies had been carried out: legal enquiries by the Council, technical
enquiries by the Committee on Communications and Transit. In the meantime, the draft
modus vivendi for the utilisation of the medium-wave station had been communicated to
the Committee on Communications and Transit by the Council. In no case would that
Committee have omitted to examine a document emanating from a Government and
transmitted to it by the Council. It only thought it inexpedient to examine this modus
vivendi in detail. After duly noting the scheme, it immediately perceived that its general
idea differed from that of the Assembly and Council resolutions, which resolutions bound
the Committee on Communications and Transit. This third scheme comprised, on the
one hand, a medium-wave station which might eventually be completed with a short-wave
station, under conditions which, however, would modify the financial aspect of the question;
and a medium-wave station only ensured European communications. On the other hand,
the station would always be under Swiss management. The Committee felt that the problem
which had been raised by the Assembly and the Council, not in the technical committees but
in the political committees, was a political problem - a problem of independence in times of
emergency which the Committee on Communications and Transit, being a technical organ,
was not entitled to discuss.

With regard to the third scheme, it considered that this scheme did not come within
the scope of the Assembly resolutions defining the Committee's terms of reference. But it
was never the intention of the Committee, which included a member appointed by the Swiss
Government, to signify lack of interest in any way in a proposal emanating from the Swiss
Government.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) said he wished to repeat that, after listening with the greatest
interest to M. Haas's explanations, he did not desire to blame anybody. He had been present
in March last at the session when the Council had considered the question of the wireless station.
At one time the matter had seemed to be so delicate that the Council appointed a Committee,
of which he was a member. That Committee finally agreed to a text which was adopted by
the Council.

He was certain that the Council resolution could have no other meaning than the fol-
lowing: the whole problem was referred to the Committee on Communications and Transit
and that Committee was to examine the three schemes. However, for reasons of which
he was unaware, but to which he deferred, that Committee had only considered schemes
(a) and (b).

He wished finally to communicate to the Committee what he thought was a significant
fact: in August 1928, he had sent to Geneva a delegate representing the Confederation, who
had had several interviews with M. Haas ; the delegate had specially asked why the Committee
on Communications and Transit had not considered the modus vivendi and whether there
were any Minutes of the Committee's discussions in existence. M. Haas stated that there
had been no Minutes, the question not having been discussed.

M. CASSIN (France) first of all stressed the satisfaction felt at the way ideas had been
progressing. In 1926, when a proposal was first made to organise independent means of
communication for the League of Nations particularly by means of wireless -telegraphy, a
certain scepticism had been apparent, and even at the Ninth Assembly in 1928 the idea of
establishing a station for the use of the League of Nations had not been accepted by everybody.

The speaker also expressed his satisfaction at the progress made, thanks to the work done
since last year.

As a result of M. Motta's statement, an interesting question had been raised concerning
the rights and duties of Switzerland in regard to the League of Nations. In M. Motta's last
remarks, this juridical and political problem was no longer mentioned. The Federal Government
and the Members of the Council had come to an agreement on a certain number of points.

The ground having thus been cleared, the difficulty remained of choosing one of the three
solutions proposed. In order to make a rational choice not involving retrogression or serious
sacrifices of principle, the best thing to do was to keep to the guiding principle of the resolutions
adopted and the work which had resulted therefrom.

In this connection, M. Cassin wished to point out that the modus vivendi defended warmly
by M. Motta hardly fulfilled all the requirements essential from the point of view of the general
principles which must govern the life of the League of Nations. What should be ensured first
of all was the independence of the League of Nations regarded as an international community.
This was why the League had a material home at Geneva. For the same reason, it was entitled
to seek to establish independent communications with the most remote countries. This
principle, laid down in 1926, could not be abandoned. Always, even among the members of
the Council who held different views as to the means to be employed, there was complete
agreement with regard to this principle.

The third scheme put forward, however, ignored this principle. A year ago, the question
discussed was whether the League of Nations should have a wireless station at its disposal at
all times, or only have a station at its disposal in times of emergency, the Swiss Government
maintaining an observer in this station to safeguard its rights and duties as a neutral. But
according to the last scheme, not only was there no longer any question of a Swiss Government
observer in times of emergency in a station managed by the League of Nations, but, on the
contrary, it was the League of Nations which was to have a representative in a regular Swiss
wireless station which did not even belong to the Federal Government. This simple fact
implied a reversal of ideas so complete that there was no need to enter into fuller details.
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In 1928, one of the arguments which had moved the Committee to defer the question had
been advanced by the Japanese delegation, which had pointed out the impossibility of asking
Members of the League to vote funds for the establishment of a wireless station of medium-
wave length which could not reach the Japanese stations. Communication between remote
countries and the League of Nations could only be assured by means of short waves. So long
as no plan was put forward providing means of reaching every part of the world, distant countries
would remain indifferent to any plan for a wireless station. In the modus vivendi, the subject
of direct communications by short wave with remote countries was not mentioned. A system
of relays might raise considerable difficulties. Wireless stations of certain States able to relay
messages might be requisitioned at the critical moment by the military authorities.

There was still the financial problem, which the Committee might very well allude to
without discussing it. In the Fourth Committee, the delegate of India had commented on
the very high cost of the communications which had been exchanged between the League
of Nations and South America at the time of the Paraguay-Bolivia incident. On that occasion,
138,000 Swiss francs had been spent. Possibly about 100,000 Swiss francs would have been
saved if the League of Nations had had a wireless station of its own.

Happily, international crises were rare. Nevertheless, if Governments had not hesitated
to establish wireless stations for use in case of emergencies, the question might well be asked
whether public opinion would not consider that the League of Nations - pleading that
emergencies were of rare occurrence - was too parsimonious with the world's pence in not
doing the same.

The speaker was fully aware that a modus vivendi could be modified, but, in these things,
they should start from the right premises from the international point of view. Nothing was
further from his mind than to doubt a Government which had so often shown its attachment
and devotion to the League of Nations, but he wondered if the best way of safeguarding
simultaneously the interests of this Government and of -the League of Nations were not to
establish the problem on a sound basis at once and to provide this year a solution in regard
to the principle, leaving the material, financial and administrative details to be settled by
the organs of the League of Nations. Good intentions were not lacking in any quarter. To
settle at once the questions of principle was the best method of dealing with this matter.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) expressed the hope that the Committee
would arrive at a definite solution which it could recommend for adoption and for action.
With great respect to M. Motta, he hoped the matter would not be referred back to the
Committee on Communications and Transit, as the fundamental questions for decision were
political and not technical.

There was no dispute in the first place that the League ought to have a wireless station.
The second question was whether that station should be under the complete control of the
League in times of crisis. He personally had no doubt as to the answer. If the answer were
in the affirmative, it ruled out the third solution suggested by M. Motta.

The Committee should transmit *to the competent authorities the subsidiary questions
as to whether the League could operate a wireless station in peace-time, whether the station
should be built by the League or by some other party, and so on.

He then moved the two following resolutions:

Resolution A. - Draft Resolution for the Assembly.

"The Assembly,

" Desiring that the League of Nations should have means at its disposal, and under
its direct management, at any rate in times of crisis, for independent radiotelegraphic
communication with as many Members of the League as possible;

" And being desirous of facilitating at all times relations between the League of
Nations and its Members, more particularly those at a distance from the seat of the
League;

" Instructs the Secretary-General to take the necessary steps for the provision, as
early as possible, of a short-wave radiotelegraphic station, in conformity with the proposals
submitted to the Assembly by the Advisory and Technical Committee on Communications
and Transit;

" The Swiss Government will be able to be represented at the aforesaid station by
an observer, whose duties would be as laid down in the Council's resolution of March 9th,
1929.

" The Assembly declares that the use of this station by the League of Nations in
times of crisis could in no case be invoked against Switzerland as affecting her international
responsibility. "

Resolution B. - Resolution of the Third Committee.

" The Third Committee,
" Being of opinion that the choice between the two methods simultaneously envisaged

by the Advisory and Technical Committee on Communications and Transit, namely,
the direct operation of the radiotelegraphic station in normal times by the League of
Nations, and its operation by the Societe Radio-Suisse, raises administrative and
budgetary questions,



15

"Considers that the question of the operation of the station in normal times should
be left to the decision of the Fourth Committee. "

Lord Cecil added that the words " short-wave " in the third paragraph of Resolution A
should be omitted.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) agreed that the question had already been discussed
sufficiently often and at sufficient length, and thought that the Committee should take a
final decision for submission to the present Assembly.

As regards the substance of the question, he entirely shared M. Cassin's views. The German
delegation considered scheme (a) the best ; it was prepared, however, to accept scheme (b) but
could not accept the third scheme.

Finally, the German delegation was ready to accept the resolutions proposed by Viscount
Cecil.

Mr. MARR (Australia) said that in his opinion the question was; What would be the use of a
wireless station to the League in times of peace ? Wireless was making rapid strides and if it
were desired to have worldwide communication, as stated in the report, a short-wave station
was required. The four points to be considered were: (1) the necessity; (2) the type ; (3) the
administration; and (4) finance. If the Assembly had definitely decided that a station was
necessary, it should decide whether it should be owned and operated by the League of Nations
or owned and operated by the Swiss Government and subsidised by the League. He did not
believe that, at this juncture of the League's history, the League could maintain a wireless
station fully equiped and fully employed. If there were sufficient work for it, it would be the
duty of the League to erect and operate a station itself, but with the strides that wireless was
making it would have to be fully operated - perhaps as the Swiss people themselves could
operate it - to keep it up to date. He had no desire to throw cold water on the proposal and,
as a matter of fact, the Australian Government believed that the League of Nations should have
some direct means of communication, particularly in times of trouble. They thought, however,
that the League should control its own business, and if the League had sufficient work to keep
a station fully employed, he would support a proposal to that effect, otherwise he supported
the proposal of Viscount Cecil. He would support the erection of a station or the maintenance
and operation of a station by the Swiss people themselves, the League sub sidising it until it
had sufficient work to keep it fully employed.

M. SATO (Japan) belonged to a country whose communications with the League of Nations
were much inferior to those of the countries of Europe. He had made a statement in this connec-
tion in 1928. His view had just been eloquently developed by M. Cassin, more so than he
himself had developed it last year and he was most grateful to the latter.

It appeared from the previous speeches that it was desired to establish a long-range station.
The desire he had expressed last year was therefore satisfied, and he was very glad of this.

The Japanese delegate laid stress on the efforts made by the Swiss Federal Government
in this very delicate question. Several systems had been proposed, on which the speakers had
given their opinions. The first solution did not appear acceptable, as it was too expensive.
The second, on the other hand, seemed reasonable, and the Japanese Government might perhaps
accept it. It should be noted, however, that it involved heary construction expenses 
1,900,000 francs - rather a large sum for the League of Nations. This expenditure might,
however, be incurred if it were essential.

But M. Motta had proposed a third solution, which dispensed with a large proportion of the
expense. This solution had been opposed by speakers who considered that by it the station's
independence would not be completely assured in times of emergency.

It seemed to the speaker, however, that the modus vivendi proposed might be discussed and
modified. Hence he thought that enquiry was necessary. He would not make any concrete
proposal as regards this enquiry, leaving this to the Chairman. He thought it might be
undertaken by a small committee. In this way, the third scheme, which could perhaps be
adopted with modifications, would not be relinquished without examination.

M. SOKAL (Poland) had followed this question from the start, and he thought that it was
now sufficiently ripe for a decision to be taken. The Committee had heard M. Motta's remarkable
historical retrospect, and M. Cassin had recalled the principles already adopted by the Council
and the Assembly in this connection. Viscount Cecil had made a concrete proposal, to which the
Polish delegate had nothing to add, and which he warmly supported. It had always been
recognised that a wireless station would be as useful to the League as his tool to a workman, and
accordingly the speaker proposed that a decision should be taken on the basis of Viscount
Cecil's proposal.

Syed RAZA ALI (India) raised the point as to whether the large sum of money necessary
for building a radiotelegraphic station and maintaining it would give results proportionate
to the outlay. He asked whether the League would be justified in spending such large sums
in view of the already heavy burdens placed upon it. Would it not be wiser to see whether
present requirements could not be met by the stations already functioning in various countries,
and thus, for the time being, save the money in question ? If necessary, the scheme could be
reconsidered at a later stage.

In any event, he wished to make it clear that, unless the station to be set up at Geneva
were equipped with a short-wave apparatus, it would not be possible to communicate with
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India and other distant countries, and it was precisely those words" short-wave " which it was
proposed to delete from the resolution submitted by the British delegation. He quite understood
the reasons adduced in favour of not committing themselves to the building of a short-wave
station, but nevertheless, if far-distant countries were to benefit by the scheme, the station would
need to be equipped with a short-wave apparatus, a very costly undertaking. India's annual
contribution amounted to a large sum and she had been paying this regularly. She could not
be expected to participate in this costly scheme.

In conclusion, he emphasised that the Committee should consider carefully before commit-
ting itself to the adoption of a scheme the expense of which might not give results proportionate
to the outlay.

M. LARRETA (Uruguay) considered it essential that, if a wireless station were constructed,
it should be able to transmit its telegrams to all the Members of the League of Nations. He
pointed out that, during the dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay, telegrams had taken three
or four days to reach their destinations, and in times of emergency every hour was of importance.

The delegate of Uruguay therefore approved Viscount Cecil's draft resolutions.
He, however, wished to ask for a few explanations. Did the fact of deleting the words " short-

wave " indicate that the station would not be in direct communication with all the Members
of the League ? - which he thought was the chief point to be aimed at.

He did not attach much importance to the financial argument. Even the figure of 200,000
francs per annum was not very high when it was considered that almost the same amount had
been spent in telegrams at the time of the South-American conflict. However optimistic one
might be as to the prospects of peace, there might quite easily be at least one dispute every year.
The same expenditure would be incurred and the League would have no station and no direct
communication with all the countries of the world.

Uruguay desired to be in as close touch with the League of Nations as possible. To ensure
communication, it was ready to offer its own station and to relay the League's messages to all the
countries of Latin America.

He repeated that the ideal for his country would be the first scheme. Even if another were
adopted, some loophole should be left for carrying out the first scheme, perhaps in five or ten
years' time, so that the League should have its own station both in times of peace and of
emergency.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) thought there had been sufficient discussion. After hearing
M. Cassin's clear and convincing statement, his mind was made up: it was essential to have
a wireless station. Bolivia therefore gave her support to the first scheme.

It had been said that the frontier dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay last year had
occasioned considerable expenditure. Bolivia deeply regretted that this unfortunate circum-
stance should have cost so much, but he hoped that the cause of peace, of which the League
was the champion, had benefited, and that there was no cause for regret.

Accordingly, he supported the proposal made by Viscount Cecil and also the French
delegation's opinion.

M. LANGE (Norway) said that he was not competent to submit any technical observations
on the question. When carefully studying the first documents, he had been rather attracted
by M. Motta's proposals, but, after M. Cassin's and Viscount Cecil's statements, he thought
that these proposals would have to be rejected. He was therefore ready to vote in favour of
Viscount Cecil's resolutions.

He wished, however, to emphasise the importance of the second resolution, which left
open the choice between the two proposals.

Some speakers had quoted the decisions of previous Assemblies. If, however, the Assembly
were faced with important and decisive new facts, it was quite free to take any decision it
desired.

M. Motta had stated thet he had no complaint to make regarding the attitude taken up
by the Committee on Communications of Transit. M. Lange thought that, if he had been
in M. Motta's place, he was not sure whether he would have felt the same. He thought it was
rather a serious matter that a Committee which had had a proposal laid before it by one of the
Members of the League of Nations should leave the latter nothing to go upon, no Minutes and
not even a discussion. He made the most express reservations in this connection, and
hoped that M. Motta's observations would teach the different Committees of the League of
Nations that they would do better in future to follow another course.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) shared the opinion expressed by nearly all the speakers, namely,
that the question was ripe for decision.

Nevertheless, he thought it wise to refer the question to a Sub-Committee as proposed
by M. Sato. Of course, this Sub-Committee would have to inform the Committee of its opinion
within a day or two, so as to enablhethe latter to submit its proposals to the Assembly.
Furthermore, certain considerations of a financial nature, which it was not for the Third
Committee to examine, had been submitted by the delegate of India.

Accordingly, the Italian delegate would find it difficult, if he had to make a pronouncement
immediately, to associate himself with Viscount Cecil's proposal. He thought that nothing
would be lost by entrusting the examination of this question to a Sub-Committee, where
discussion would be easier, ideas could be exchanged more rapidly and certain objections could
be gone into thoroughly.
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M. VILLEGAS (Chile) supported the British delegation's proposals and associated himself
with the reasons given by his colleagues representing countries at a great distance from Geneva.

From the financial point of view, he adduced a new argument, namely, that the different
Governments might undertake from now on to give the proposed wireless station the preference
for their communications from and to Geneva. In this way, a considerable revenue could
be assured forthwith.

He asked that, if a Sub-Committee were appointed, it should examine this suggestion.

M. COBIAN (Spain) refused to discuss in the Third Committee questions which belonged
to the Fourth Committee. For this reason, he supported Viscount Cecil's Resolution B,
which " considered that the question of the operation of the station in normal times should
be left to the decision of the Fourth Committee "

The distinction between normal times and times of emergency, however, would necessitate
a declaration of a state of emergency. In order to pass from the normal period to the period
of emergency, during which the wireless station would be placed under the League's control,
somebody would have to make a grave pronouncement. Who would make this pronouncement ?
At what moment would it have to be made ?

And then, even if the Committee could pronounce on this point, it was immediately before
the crisis that it would be most necessary for the station to be at the League's disposal.

In these circumstances, while supporting Viscount Cecil's resolution, he suggested that the
third Committee should inform the Fourth Committee that the majority of members of the
former preferred the first scheme, unless a solution were found for the problem he had just
raised as regards the state of emergency.

The CHAIRMAN said that M. Cobian's wishes might be met by placing at the Fourth
Committee's disposal the Minutes of the discussion which had just taken place.

M. CASSIN (France), like the great majority of the members of the Committee, was in
favour of the first scheme in principle; but the French delegation did not wish to ask the
Committee to take sides and it associated itself with Resolution B, supplemented by M. Cobian's
explanations.

The French delegation also associated itself with Resolution A while suggesting an
amendment.

M. Cassin shared the misgivings of the delegates of distant States with regard to the deletion
of the words " short-wave ". He was sure that this deletion had only been dictated by technical
reasons, and he proposed that the words " short-wave " should be replaced by the words:

" . . . of a radiotelegraphic station comprising in any case a post with a worldwide
radius so far as this may be technically possible.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thanked M. Lange for his remarks, which he hoped would, in
conjunction with his own observations, serve as a lesson for the future.

In the second place, he said, the Swiss Government, in a spirit of co-operation, had proposed
Scheme (b). This scheme seemed to have received the support of nearly all the delegations
and was, in fact, embodied in Viscount Cecil's resolutions.

Pushing the spirit of conciliation still further, however, the Swiss Government also suggested
a scheme which safeguarded the League's independence and freedom without involving it in
any additional expenditure. Actually, the modus vivendi proposal would have the result
- the station being already built - of imposing on the League of Nations only an annual
expenditure of 22,000 or 23,000 francs - a trifling figure compared with the 450,000 francs
of scheme (a) and the 200,000 francs of Scheme (b).

Be that as it may, M. Motta noted that Scheme (b) met with almost unanimous approval.
The League of Nations would have the feeling that in time of crisis it would have at its direct
disposal a station which it felt to be necessary. He did not in any way complain of this
attitude. On the contrary, he was there to serve the League and not to oppose it.

M. Motta also emphasised that the Spanish delegate had touched upon a delicate point.
Indeed, if every sentence of Viscount Cecil's proposal were examined, it would perhaps be easy
to raise still further questions and to show the advantage of adopting a different wording.
In the circumstances, the question of principle having been settled, would it not save time
and would not agreement with the Fourth Committee be made easier if, following the wise
advice of M. Sato and General de Marinis, a Sub-Committee were appointed which would
draft a text on which agreement could be reached ?

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) pointed out that two suggestions had
been made regarding his resolutions. The first, which was an amendment by the French
delegation, he was prepared to accept. Vith regard to M. Sato's suggestion, which was supported
by General de Marinis and 1M. Motta, he would venture to make the following observations.
He was very anxious that the Swiss delegation should be in full accord with any action taken
by the Committee ; he would therefore suggest that the Committee might accept the resolution
in principle, and that it might then be sent to the Fourth Committee with the suggestion
that, if the latter Committee considered it desirable, a joint Sub-Committee might investigate
the matter further. He made this suggestion because the main question was a financial one
and it would be improper for the Third Committee to investigate it. He thought there could
be no objection, if the Committee accepted the principle of the resolution, to saying that the
Third Committee was prepared to join with the Fourth Committee in a further examination
before a final decision was arrived at.

2
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M. MOTTA (Switzerland) accepted this suggestion, subject to the modifications, possibly
important, which might be introduced in the final draft.

M. SATO (Japan) doubted the advisability of referring the matter immediately to the
Joint Committee proposed by Viscount Cecil, for he thought that the Third Committee had
not yet definitely formed an opinion.

He therefore suggested that the question should be studied by a Sub-Committee, which
would report to the Third Committee, after which the matter might be sent for consideration
to the Joint Committee.

He recognised that this was a financial problem, but it had also a political aspect, which
should first of all be elucidated by the Third Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he hoped that M. Sato would not insist
on his view. After all, the only political issue was whether it was desirable in times of crisis
to have a station under the complete control of the League of Nations, or whether a solution
such as that suggested by M. Motta might be adopted. On that point he did not think there
could be any difference of opinion; it would be a better plan to have the station under the
complete control of the League in times of crisis. Doubt was raised purely on the financial
question. The question was whether the advantage of having complete control by the League
of Nations was so great that the League was ready to incur what might be considerable extra
expense. In other words, it was almost entirely a financial question, and he did not see how
any Sub-Committee of the Third Committee, if it resolutely avoided the financial question,
could throw any light upon it. It was undoubtedly a question for joint consideration and could
not be determined either solely politically or solely financially, and it was for that reason that
he had suggested consideration by a Joint Committee.

He hoped that M. Sato would not think it necessary to insist upon his view, and ventured
very respectfully to suggest that, since the members of the Committee representing the majority
of opinion had made a very considerable concession in order to achieve unanimity, M. Sato
might be prepared to make a concession in return.

M. SATO (Japan), bowing before the opinion of the majority, did not press his proposal,
but wished nevertheless to make a reservation before supporting Viscount Cecil's suggestion.
After listening to all the observations made, the Japanese delegate persisted in thinking that
it was possible to combine the second and third solutions so that, while leaving the management
of the station to the Swiss Administration, the League of Nations independence would be
completely safeguarded in times of emergency. This would be the best solution and would
save the League of Nations considerable expense.

Hence, while supporting Viscount Cecil's proposal, the delegate of Japan wished to reserve
the right to discuss fully the various questions raised in the report of the Committee on
Communications and Transit, so that not only the first two schemes proposed but also the
third might be studied by the Joint Committee.

The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion closed. This had been very detailed and had
enabled the problem to be elucidated in all its aspects.

Lord Cecil's proposal was unanimously adopted by the Committee, which noted the
reservations made by M. Motta and M. Sato. Secondly, it was decided to form a Joint
Committee of members of the Third and Fourth Committees.

The CHAIRMAN would send a letter to the Fourth Committee forwarding the Minutes of
the discussion, and asking the Fourth Committee to make proposals with regard to the
constitution of the Joint Committee.

M. POLITIS (Greece) thought it would be more expeditious to entrust the Chairmen of -the
two Committees with the task of appointing the members of this Joint Committee.

M. CASSIN (France) said that the French delegation was prepared to accept any suggestion
provided that a solution was reached in the course of the Tenth Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee agreed to M. Politis' suggestion, and said that-
he would get into touch with the Chairman of the Fourth Committee with a view to carrying
out the Third Committee's decisions.

(The meeting rose at 7 p. m.)
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THIRD MEETING

Held on Thursday, September 12th, 1929, at 3.30 p. m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

6. Financial Assistance in Case of War or Threat of War.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should hear statements on this question
by M. de Chalendar, Chairman of the Financial Committee, and Sir Henry Strakosch, member
of the Financial Committee, both of whom would then be prepared to furnish the Committee
with any further particulars it might desire.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) explained the circumstances
in which, since last year, the Financial Committee had been working on the scheme for financial
assistance to States victims of or threatened by attack.

Last year, the Financial Committee had already indicated the main lines of this scheme
in its report to the Council, but had not yet laid down the essential technical arrangements
in the text of a convention. Before doing so, the Financial Committee asked for certain further
details on questions which had a political as well as a technical aspect. In particular, it wished
to know whether financial assistance was to be given in case of a threat of war just as in case
of actual war, and whether a unanimous decision of the Council would suffice to set the
machinery for according financial assistance in motion.

The observations made in the Third Committee last year had resulted in a report to the
Assembly, which was adopted, and by which the Financial Committee had been guided during
the past year.

At its sessions in December and March last, the Financial Committee had prepared a
draft Convention, which it had submitted to the Council, and which was now before the Third
Committee. The Council, in March last, had requested the Secretary-General to transmit
this draft Convention to the various Governments, so that they could put forward any
observations they might wish to make at the present session of the Assembly.

He then explained the considerations that the Financial Committee had had in mind.
The draft had given rise to long discussions, and had received a thorough and detailed examina-
tion in the Financial Committee. The Financial Committee did not pretend that its draft
was absolutely perfect, but it did feel that it had produced a number of articles and provisions
which would make it possible for financial assistance to operate satisfactorily in case of war.

The Financial Committee did not claim that the draft was an indivisible whole. It was,
however, somewhat anxious in regard to certain changes which might be proposed, and which
would entirely alter its structure. The Financial Committee felt that it would be very awkward
and extremely dangerous to alter certain of the provisions without going into the matter
exhaustively.

He felt bound to make this essential point because he doubted whether it was very desirable
for the Third Committee to step in with definite amendments. It would be quite otherwise
if the Committee made suggestions or gave general indications, or even specific ones in some
cases, on certain primarily political points in the draft, without going too far into the details
of the technical provisions. Accordingly, in order to preserve the delicate mechanism of the
scheme, the Financial Committee would ask the Third Committee to refer the draft amend-
ments to it, so that it could consider how they could be embodied in the scheme.

For the moment, he did not think it was necessary to give any more detailed explanations.
Several speakers had referred to the scheme in the Assembly ; it had been more or less fully
discussed in the Press of numerous countries; it had been criticised in some points; and
therefore it was familiar to everybody. In reply to the criticisms that had been made, some
of which were well founded, while others appeared to be due to misunderstandings, he thought
it desirable that, before the discussion began, the Third Committee should listen to an
explanation of the mechanism of the scheme, and the Committee would be well advised to leave
Sir Henry Strakosch, one of the original authors of the scheme, complete freedom in making
that statement.

He (M. de Chalendar) would be happy later on to give the Third Committee any further
explanations it might think desirable or necessary.

The CHAIRMAN thanked M. de Chalendar and called upon Sir Henry Strakosch.

Sir Henry STRAKOSCH said that the draft Convention had a forbidding look about it, as
legal documents usually had. Its language was cumbrous and it might be thought that it
was overburdened by detail. It did not lay any claim to literary merit, but he hoped to show
that it had other merits. The draft Convention had been passed by the unanimous vote of
the Financial Committee, a body composed of hard-headed men whose very calling compelled
them to look at things from a realistic point of view. He did not suggest that they were
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impervious to idealism, but he thought the past record of the Financial Committee was sufficient
proof that they would not allow their sense of the real to be carried away by idealism. He said
this in order that they might appreciate the atmosphere in which the plan was conceived,
elaborated and finally approved and in order also to counteract a possible misconception,
due to some criticism of the plan, that it was the result of a bout of frenzied idealism on the
part of a few cranks.

As regards the Convention, its rather unwieldy size and apparent over-elaboration of detail
was almost inevitable if one of the first conditions was to be met, namely, that the Convention
should be capable of being put into operation with promptness and precision. There must be
no doubt as to when and how the Convention was to be put into operation, and, when put into
operation, what the duties and responsibilities of those associated with the plan were.

The second consideration by which the scheme was inspired was that it must set beyond
any doubt the possibility that, if the Convention came into operation, financial help would
be forthcoming. Financial markets were very sensitive to international disturbances, and
lenders were shy, especially when it was a question of making advances to countries directly
implicated in those disturbances. It was necessary, therefore, to endow the plan with such
strength as to put beyond any doubt the possibility of raising the money if the plan should be
put into opera-ion.

A third condition was that there should be a strict limitation of the liability of those who
were to associate themselves with the plan, and there should also be a definite undertaking
on their part that they would honour every obligation if and when the plan came into opera-
tion. The plan had to be framed in such a manner that it could be laid before the Parliaments
of the various countries for ratification, which would then empower their Governments to meet
the financial obligations when they arose.

Dealing with the application of the scheme, he quoted the words of the draft Convention
to the effect that the plan was to be put into operation by the unanimous vote of the Council, etc.
He pointed out that this contingency was not linked up with any article in the Covenant, or
with any definite criteria of aggression or threat of aggression. The Council was given very wide
latitude to apply the scheme when, after careful consideration, it came to the conclusion that
it should be made to operate in favour of one of the parties to a dispute. The safeguard provided
was that the vote of the Council should be unanimous with the exclusion of parties to the dispute.
No one would doubt that the unanimous judgment of the Council, composed as it was of fourteen
eminent statesmen recruited from every corner of the globe, would be accepted as just and would
have behind it public opinion the world over. The financial aid, when given, was to be obtained
in the international markets in the ordinary course by the borrowing Government pledging
its own credit. In order to fortify this credit, however, it was contemplated that there should
be associated with it the credit of all the signatories to the Convention as ordinary guarantors,
and, further, there were to be associated with it a few financially powerful countries which, vis-
a-vis the public, would guarantee, as a kind of over-riding guarantee, the service of the loan. In
this manner the loan would have a threefold security - first, the security of the borrowing
Government ; secondly, the security of all the signatories to the Convention as ordinary guaran-
tors; and, finally, the guarantee of the special guarantors to which he had referred. The loan
would also have behind it, first, the moral support of the world; and, secondly, the whole
machinery of the League, which had proved itself so efficient in all the cases in which it had inter-
vened to restore the finances of countries, especially in Europe. It would also have behind it
a definite promise on the part of the signatories that they would open their markets for the
flotation of the loan. A loan secured in that fashion and endowed with those facilities could not
fail to find ready acceptance in the money markets of the world.

Reviewing the other side of the picture, he said that the responsibilities which the signatories
to the Convention were undertaking were closely defined and limited. They were limited,
first, by the fact that the Convention would provide a limit to the total annual service; and,
secondly, there would be a limitation in that, whenever the Council decided that the Convention
should be applied in favour of any country, it would decide - no doubt in consultation with
the Financial Committee - what the amount of the loan to be accorded to the particular
country should be. In this sense, the liability of the signatories was closely defined and the
maximum strictly limited.

He did not wish to burden his statement with any further technical details, as they emerged
fairly clearly from the document itself, and for those who preferred to consider the matter in less
technical language a synopsis had been published.

Dealing with the implications of the scheme, he said that two major claims might justly
be made for it. First, it would act as a powerful deterrent against war, and it would logically,
by that fact alone, create a sense of security which should lead to an acceleration of negotiation
for an international agreement for the reduction of armaments. In regard to the latter point,
however, he said that, however good the credit of a country might be in normal times, it was
bound to be impaired if that country were involved in any international trouble. It was only
human, therefore, that a country would wish to prepare in time of peace for its defence in case
it should be attacked. It was human, and he thought that no country would forgo such a
precautionary measure unless it were definitely assured that, in case of attack, it would receive
substantial support to enable it to equip itself for defence. No one would doubt the value of
preparatory armaments to ward off a first attack, but that value sank into insignificance when
once the grim business of war began. The business of war was to destroy, and, with the progress
the world was making in rationalising production and calling to its aid science, it was not difficult
to imagine that science, in case of war, would be employed to rationalise and intensify destruc-
tion. These preparatory armaments, from the moment the first shot was fired, would be rapidly
destroyed. In this connection, he referred to an aspect of financial war which he thought was
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very little understood. He said that quite recently a very eminent economist, in lecturing to
a group of students at Geneva, drew special attention to the lack of understanding of this
fundamental principle of the financial war, namely, that a country engaged in war had to rely
entirely upon the output of its own labour, and not on accumulated wealth. This accumulated
wealth consisted of houses, roads, railways and possibly a trifling stock of raw material. These
might be useful in fostering production, but the country could only maintain itself during
war by its own production. This production had to be fostered to the utmost, because it had
to serve two purposes -to feed the population and to feed, clothe and equip the armies in the field.
It was obvious that a country at war would try to divert the maximum of production to the latter
purpose, and would therefore have no surplus beyond what it actually required to maintain
itself, and consequently no surplus with which to pay for needed imports. The mere statement
of that principle showed how overwhelming was the need for foreign assistance.

The circumstances in which the plan was to come into operation gave that statement
added significance. The Convention was to be brought into operation by the unanimous vote of
the Council. The financial aid would be given in a great number of countries, and the guarantors
of the loan would be scattered all over the world. It was almost inconceivable that, in those
circumstances, all the countries involved directly or indirectly in the loan operation would not
open their doors wide to give the attacked country economic help. Conversely, it was almost
inconceivable that these countries would, at the same time, wish to give financial or economic
help to the country which was regarded as the aggressor. There could be little doubt that a mere
demonstration on the part of the Council that it would bring the Convention into operation
would be sufficient to make that step unnecessary.

It was obvious that the very purpose of the Convention required that the amount should
be substantial. The Financial Committee had not come to any definite conclusion on the
subject, nor had it put forward any recommendations; but he suggested that a sum of the
order of 150 to 200 million gold francs might be appropriate. Whatever sum the Assembly
decided upon would be reduced by the extent to which Member countries did not adhere to
the Convention. For instance, if the sum were fixed at 200 million gold francs, and supposing
that only countries paying 75 per cent of the expenses of the League were to join the Conven-
tion, then the amount available would be reduced to 150 million francs.

Some critics held that an amount of 150 to 200 million gold francs' annual service would be
entirely inadequate to meet the contingencies contemplated in the draft Convention. Members
would be interested to know that in the great war the expenditure incurred by Great Britain
in foreign countries amounted to not more than something like 14 or 15 per cent of its total
expenditure. That expenditure abroad, however, was a very vital expenditure, yet the amount
involved was relatively small in comparison with the total expenditure for carrying on the war.

As to the financial obligations to be undertaken by the guarantor countries, these were
purely contingent. The obligations of the ordinary guarantor were contingent upon the
borrower failing to meet his obligations. The obligations of the special guarantor were
contingent, not only upon the borrowing Government failing to meet its obligations, but
also upon the ordinary guarantors failing to meet their obligations, and then only to the
extent to which these did so fail. He submitted that these did not really constitute new
obligations. They already existed, though in a different form. They could not at present
be measured in money amounts, but that made them all the more onerous. They existed in
the sense that any international disturbance was bound to react adversely upon the economy
and the finances of practically every country in the world. Another aspect of the matter
was that States Members of the League were bound to honour the provisions of Article 16,
which provided for certain sanctions to be imposed upon a country which had violated the
provisions of the Covenant. These sanctions were bound to have very serious economic as
well as political reactions. They were very expensive, and very difficult and slow to put into
operation. It was against those contingencies that the scheme of financial assistance provided
a species of insurance - though to describe it as an insurance was to understate the case. An
insurance involved the insurance company in the obligation of making good a loss that had
occurred to an insurer paying regularly his premiums; but the insurance company paid no
attention to the prevention of the occurrence which would involve it in liability. The plan for
financial assistance, on the contrary, was an instrument to prevent the occurrence; and the
parties therefore got, for a very modest and purely contingent premium, a safeguard against war
occurring and damage being done to other nations. As a reward for these obligations, the signa-
tories were creating an instrument for the prevention of war more effective and more easy of
application than any now possessed by the League. They were helping to give great reality
to the decisions of the League, and to raise the whole level of international morality, just as the
prompt application of the laws in any individual country tended to raise the morality of that
country. The mere existence of the Convention - constituting, as it did, a powerful deterrent
against war - would hasten more than anything else an international agreement for the
limitation of armaments, and thus give an immediate and tangible financial help to humanity
overburdened by the legacy of the last great catastrophe.

The CHAIRMAN cordially thanked Sir Henry Strakosch for his circumstantial and full
statement, which would certainly facilitate and shorten the discussion.

M. D'AVILA LIMA (Portugal) said that it was well known, not only by professional but
also by amateur jurists, that the Covenant was based on the Wilsonian principle of territorial
and political solidarity ; this principle, to be found in Article 10, was perhaps the most solemn
principle in the whole Covenant.
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He would leave on one side, for the moment, the strict definition of certain terms, such
as " political independence ", " aggression " or of certain expressions, such as "directly or
indirectly " definition which, in his opinion, left no room for doubt and was quite clear
from the actual wording of the Covenant; he thought that the signatories had desired, in certain
specified cases, to enter into an undertaking to grant each other effective assistance of a purely
moral nature.

It was obvious that the case which the legislator had more especially in mind was that
of a State acting in association with another, but there could be no doubt as to the grammatical
and logical interpretation of the general principles. This being so, it was necessary to facilitate
the eventual application of these principles by putting the Council in a position to take the
necessary steps to ensure the fulfilment of these obligations.

Consequently, the Council would have to turn its attention either to military considerations
and to the obtaining of the necessary material means by armies or those which, in themselves,
were preventive means. It should, however, remember with gratitude its precursor of the
18th century, the Abbe de St. Pierre and also at the beginning of the 19th century, the
distinguished Portuguese internationalist, Sylvestre Pinheiro Ferreira, author of a work entitled
"The Common Treasury ".

It was therefore only logical for the League of Nations to ask the Financial Committee
to draw up a draft Convention.

The object of this Convention was to create an organisation by means of which the League
Council would obtain, in case of need, financial assistance for one of the Members of the League
of Nations, victim of aggression or threatened aggression. In reality, this assistance would
constitute a resort to credit, as the financial assistance would be given in the form of a loan
in respect of which adequate guarantees would be furnished, and the money markets, thanks
to these guarantees, would be more favourably disposed, in the case of war, to take up such
a loan than they would be if it were not so guaranteed.

The crucial point was, therefore, the constitution of guarantees, which would extend
from the moral support of the League to the responsibility of the Government concerned -
which would pledge its revenues - including the ordinary guarantees offered by the signatories
to the Convention and special guarantees furnished by the countries whose financial situation
was strongest.

Under the draft Convention, liability was divided between the States and would depend
on the contribution of each to the League's budget; it was limited and the primary responsibility
rested on the borrowing Government itself.

All these stipulations would have to be examined by the Council, whose unanimous decision
was required before assistance would be granted to any Government; the operation and execution
of the Convention were to be entrusted to five trustees of Swiss nationality. Lastly, it was
provided that the draft Convention should be concluded for a period of ten years and could
continue in force for further periods of five years.

No serious legal objection could be raised to this scheme, which represented an application
of the constitutional principles of the League of Nations. In view of the imperative nature
of the engagement contracted by its Members, the decision rested in principle with them alone,
and the Portuguese Government was prepared to co-operate fully in the scheme.

In so doing, Portugal was not giving proof of an exaggerated national sentiment, but
the spontaneity of her offer would be the more appreciated inasmuch as she still had serious
difficulties of her own to overcome; she was passing through a period of great financial stress
and was devoting herself wholeheartedly to the restoration of her finances and to the exploitation
of her resources in the home country and overseas.

In what way could they judge of the practical consequences of the draft Convention ?
In his view, it would be best, in allotting the liabilities involved in respect of the guarantees,
to take as a basis the budgetary scale of the League. Perhaps it might also be advisable, not
only to bring this into line wih the financial position of certain countries, but also with the spirit
of foresight shown at Locarno, where Article 16 of the Covenant had been understood to mean
that : " Each State Member of the League is bound to co-operate loyally and effectively in
support of the Covenant, and in resistance -to any act of aggression, to an extent which is
compatible with its military situation and which takes into account its geographical position".

As regards guarantees, the resources of the borrowing Government alone were pledged;
the other guarantors merely have their signatures. They might, however, also be called upon
'to give a real guarantee. In these circumstances, it would be advisable to define in the text
the liabilities of a signatory of the Convention which withdrew from the League.

Another possibility might be contemplated. Was it right that the guarantor Members
should not take part in the Council's discussions concerning financial assistance to be given
to the State threatened with aggression ?

If these guarantors were not to take part in the discussion, it was at any rate desirable
that the trustees who, according to the draft, were all to be of Swiss nationality, should
include a representative of these guarantors.

Lastly, difficulties might arise in regard to the application of the Convention; would it
not be possible to provide for recourse to the Assembly or to the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice ?

In conclusion, the speaker expressed his ardent desire that the sovereignty of each State
should be respected in regard to the duration and effects of the Convention. To interpret
the draft Convention in any other way, no matter how the political power was distributed in
each State, would make it ineffectual.
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M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said that, in a well-organised community of nations, it was
obviously indispensable that a State victim of aggression should receive assistance. This
also applied to a State threatened with aggression ; it must be able to rely on the support and
assistance of the community of nations, because the certainty of collective assistance being
given was calculated to act as a check on any country contemplating aggression.

The financial assistance which they were discussing to-day was one of the means of creating
the security needed by the threatened State. Although he was not an enthusiastic supporter
of the scheme, which he did not regard as perfect, he recognised the importance of the proposed
means for the prevention of war.

In the case of a threat of aggression, the prospect of considerable financial assistance
being offered to the country attacked might in certain cases prove even more effective than the
assistance of armed forces or economic assistance, which sometimes required very lengthy
preparations.

The Netherlands Government, recognising that to require the previous consent of all
the signatory States would nullify the effect of the scheme in the case of a threat of war, had
agreed to the decision being left to the Council alone. In making this exceptional concession,
it nevertheless maintained, as a general principle, that in any other case States were free to
decide for themselves who was the aggressor.

The Financial Committee had made a close study of the problem, and it was only right
that a sincere tribute should be paid to its work. It had drawn up a practical scheme, in regard
to which he wished to make certain suggestions.
u In his opinion, it would be necessary for the service of the loan to be placed under inter-
national supervision, similar to that established in the case of Austria. All possibility of the
State to which assistance had been furnished refusing to pay interest and amortisation, on
some pretext or another, must be avoided.

Article 26, which stated that the representatives of States Members involved in the war,
or threat of war, should not take part in the vote, did not specify the method of determining
which States were not to be allowed to vote. This omission might be remedied by stipulating,
for instance, that the Council could, by a two-thirds majority, decide whether a Member was
or was not to be regarded as belonging to this category.

Another difficulty might arise, namely, what was to be done if a majority of the fourteen
members of the Council were involved in the war or threat of war, or if, for some reason, they
abstained from voting ? The minimum number of votes required for a unanimous decision
to be regarded as valid must be specified.

He had no objection to disputes being brought before the Council in accordance with
Article 25. Nevertheless, disputes which did not require immediate or urgent settlement,
such as, for instance, disputes between guarantors or disputes concerning the payment of
interest and amortisation, might be brought before the Permanent Court of International
Justice. This procedure should not, of course, be allowed to delay the execution of the
Convention. It might therefore be stipulated that the Council's decision should be enforced,
but that a subsequent appeal from that decision might be made to the Court.

Sir Muhammad HABIBULLAH (India) asked leave to outline the attitude of his Government
in regard to the draft Convention.

From her geographical position, India had much less interest in the scheme than other
countries, but, India being a civilised country, felt it her duty to accept any general scheme
which tended towards the peace of the world: it was from that point of view only that his
Government was prepared to accept the draft agreement.

It would be necessary to place the scheme before the Legislatures of his country before
the Government of India could express its assent. India would probably not assent to the
scheme unless and until it was made clear to her that she would never be called upon to place
herself in the list of special guarantors.

India considered that her contribution towards the expenses of the League was large,
and hoped for the day when it might be reduced. He wished to make it plain that, if India
assented to the draft Convention, it would be on the distinct understanding that any contribution
India might be asked to pay should not be based upon her contribution at the time of her entry
into the League, but on the actual contribution she might be paying at the time the liability
arose. It might be expected that, when the proposal was put before the Legislatures, they
would be anxious to know which other countries had accepted the Convention, and therefore,
unless and until the Legislatures and the Government of India together felt convinced that
the Convention had been accepted, not merely by a handful of countries or even by large Powers,
but by Powers throughout the world, whose participation in every part of the world would
be a guarantee that it could be used effectively, India would think that no object could be
served by her signing it or incurring financial liability as a result of it.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that the Danish Government had studied the draft Convention
on Financial Assistance with the greatest interest.

He recognised that in case of war it was the League's natural duty to provide financial
help to a country which was attacked by an aggressor State. Nevertheless he had certain
misgivings in regard to the draft submitted.

The speaker had the impression that the importance of elaborating in advance a system
of rules to be applied in the event of a breach of the Covenant was sometimes exaggerated.
The Covenant of the League of Nations was based on the idea that in such a situation it
was for the Council to take the measures it might judge suitable. This stipulation was a
very wise one. It was so difficult to foresee the circumstances in which this violation might
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take place that it was doubtful whether rules formulated in advance would fit in with events.
If a war again broke out between the great Powers, it was even probable that all the
systems formulated in advance would fall to pieces.

He recognised, however, that it might be useful to have studied beforehand all the means
available for helping a State which was attacked, even if it were not desired to embody the
result of these studies in the form of a Convention. He recognised also that a system of
conventions might be of genuine value in the event of a less dangerous war, and that it might
perhaps contribute in the present state of affairs to creating a better atmosphere of peace.

Hence the Danish Government had followed with great interest the discussions on financial
assistance. In certain conditions it might agree to a Convention on this question. The speaker
would indicate some of the amendments he considered necessary.

In the first place, his Government doubted the utility of applying financial assistance
in the case of a threat of war. It was difficult to say how the Council should surmount the
difficulties raised by the operation of the Convention in the case of such a threat. He need
not stresss the difficulty, so often discussed, of deciding which of the States in conflict threatened
the other. There were other difficulties. If the Council in such a situation declared that
one of the parties to the dispute was threatened by the other and must be helped financially,
it would obviously lose the possibility of mediating between the States in question. If, on the
other hand, the Council first tried to reconcile the two States and only applied financial assistance
after mediation had failed, this help would probably by then have lost a great deal of its value.
In any case, it would be necessary to define what was meant by the expression " in case of
threat of war ". The Danish delegation proposed, therefore, the following amendment to
Article :

The words " or threat of war " to be omitted.
The following addition to be made to Article 1:

" Financial assistance may not, however, be granted until the Council has attempted
mediation without success. Assistance may in no case be granted to a State which
has refused to accept the Council's mediation or the settlement of the dispute by
judicial means or arbitration."

M. Munch also had doubts as to the expediency of departing from the principles of the
Covenant, as was done in Article 26, paragraph 3, of the draft.

What was still more important was that the creation of a large fund for the purchase of
war material might in certain cases be too great a temptation for the large industrial firms
which manufactured war material, and which, in his opinion, constituted one of the main
hotbeds of the warlike spirit. They would be tempted to regard this fund as their certain
prey; with the resources at their disposal, they might endeavour to bring about a situation
which might be characterised as a " threat of war " and so would give them a chance of gaining
possession of part of this fund.

The remedy for such abuses resided in a strict control of these private firms. The Covenant
imposed on the League of Nations the task of organising such a control. But, so far, all attempts
to carry out this injunction had failed. There had been too much resistance. Very few States
had ratified the Convention on the Trade in Arms and it was still without legal force. Year
after year, a Convention on the private manufacture of arms was discussed, but so far without
tangible result.

If a large fund were constituted for the purchase of arms, while the stipulations of the
Covenant on the control of the private manufacture of war material remained a dead letter,
this industry would receive unmerited encouragement.

Hence a stipulation should be added to the Convention rendering its application conditional
on the organisation by the League of Nations of the control of the trade in and private manufacture
of arms, as provided in the Covenant. It should also be stipulated that financial assistance
could never be applied to a State which had not adhered to the Conventions on the Trade in and
Manufacture of Arms concluded under the auspices of the League.

Lastly, in the Danish Government's opinion, an essential condition for the putting into
force of this Convention was that the reduction of armaments contemplated in Article 8 of the
Covenant should be realised in a satisfactory manner. In all the discussions which had taken
place on these questions in this Committee the Danish delegation had always declared that
the obligations of the Members of the League should not be increased before the reduction of
armaments had taken place. A radical and effective reduction of armaments, guaranteed by
a general agreement, would increase the security of nations to such an extent that they would
certainly be able to assume fresh financial obligations to achieve this result.

Consequently, the Danish Government regarded the proposed Convention as part of a
system of provisions comprising the control of the traffic in arms, a serious reduction in
armaments and what would seem the easiest thing to achieve, compulsory arbitration. But
he hesitated regarding this Convention if it were going -to be an isolated measure.

While congratulating the Finnish Government, which had taken the initiative in regard
to this Convention, and those who had so carefully prepared it, M. Munch had felt it his duty
to express his doubts as to the advisability of adopting it as an isolated measure and without
fulfilling the conditions he had just enumerated. If the Committee wished to adopt this
Convention immediately as it stood, the Danish delegation would raise no objection, but would
be unable to sign it until it formed part of a series of agreements giving effect to the stipulations
of Article 8 of the Covenant, and thus increasing the guarantees of a lasting peace. It would,
however, be well if the delegations specially interested in this Convention would agree to introduce
amendments, such as to permit of the draft being accepted by every country.
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Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) wished to say a few words in support of the
Convention, and in doing so he was fortified by the fact that he was speaking the policy, not
only of the present British Government, but of its predecessor.

He wished to remind the Committee of the great care which had been displayed in the
framing of the Convention, the original idea of which went back as far as 1926. Indeed, he
had strong recollections of there being private conversations regarding it even before that
date. It had then been considered and approved by the Preparatory Commission, and forwarded
to the Financial Committee. It underwent a preliminary examination by the Financial
Committee, which approved it, and laid down certain elaborate principles. These principles
came before the Third Committee last year and were approved by it. The matter had then
been referred to the Assembly, which had confirmed the decision of the Third Committee and
asked the Financial Committee to draw up a Convention. The Financial Committee again
took the matter into very careful consideration, and unanimously drew up the Convention in
its present form. He thought that this, at any rate, afforded a considerable guarantee that
there was nothing reckless or visionary about the proposal, which had behind it a weight of
authority very seldom behind the proposals which came before the organs of the League.

Apart from this authority, Lord Cecil wished to give three reasons - which were familiar
to the Members of the Committee - why he considered that the general policy was right.

In the first place, he thought that a Convention such as the present one would render it
unnecessary, particularly for some of the smaller Powers, to lay up stores of munitions to enable
them to meet a national crisis. They could rely upon the provisions of this Convention, and
would therefore not be obliged to devote their funds to the accumulation of munitions and
weapons of war and thus create a warlike atmosphere. In other words, the adoption of the
Convention would, ipso facto, operate as a partial reduction of armaments throughout the
world.

Secondly, he thought it would constitute a concrete and positive step towards security. A
certain number of delegations represented on the Committee, of which the French delegation
had been among the chief, had on many occasions emphasised the necessity for some degree
of security being provided if a disarmament scheme were to be really acceptable and effective.
A great many resolutions had been passed on this subject, but it was found extremely difficult
to take effective action. No one who had examined the provisions of Article 16 of the Covenant
with a view to seeing how its provisions could be put into force could be unaware of the practical
difficulties in the way. Here was a very definite and practical measure - a very moderate
measure - of giving some degree of security to those who might be asked to accept some
measure of reduction and limitation of armaments, and he thought that that argument alone
would carry great weight with a large number of the Members of the League.

The argument, however, which carried most weight with him was that the possession of
this power in the hands of the Council might be of capital importance when a great crisis arose.
He could conceive of a case where one Power was obviously aggressive and was determined to
rush, by the exercise of great force, against a smaller Power, thus presenting the world with a
fait accompli before anything could be done. The fact that the Council was recommending the
granting of a loan to the smaller Power might make just the difference in the action of the
supposed great and piratical Power.

He was aware of the difficulty in the phrase " a threat of war". The expression was,
however, not the invention of those who had framed the Convention; it was to be found in
Article 11 of the Covenant and was the basis of the proceedings, recommended by the Preparatory
Commission, the Council and the Assembly, which might be taken when a threat of war occurred.
It had been suggested, for instance, that there might be something in the nature of a demon-
stration, or a direction to withdraw troops from a certain position. In any such cases, it might
be necessary to determine the aggressor. Nor did he think the practical difficulty was very
great. He quite agreed that the threat of war must be imminent and serious, and, if it would
help in any way, he would be prepared to add some words to the Convention to make it clear
that such a threat must be imminent and serious, not merely remote and contingent. But
supposing such a threat of war actually existed, what was the situation ? Troops brought to
each side of the frontier. The procedure to be adopted had already been established in cases
which had already arisen. The Council called upon both sides to withdraw their troops and
to agree to submit the difference to some kind of arbitration or conciliation. Unquestionably
the attitude of each party would in most cases determine which was really the aggressor.

The suggestion of the Danish delegate seemed to him to be a triumph of ingenuity: he
thought the danger of the organisation of a threat of war by armament firms was very remote.
Certainly, if there were the slightest suspicion of that, the Council would not lend itself to such
proceedings. The Danish delegate had gone on to point out that the proper remedy was the
adoption of the Conventions on the Manufacture of Arms and the Traffic in Arms. He entirely
agreed ; the British Government would do anything in its power to assist towards their adoption.
Possibly, the Convention for Financial Assistance should not come into force until some such
measure had been taken.

The safeguards, however, that already existed in the Convention were considerable. There
must be a unanimous decision of the Council, and any Member who declined to agree could
prevent its operation. He could not believe that the fourteen Members of the Council would
recklessly recommend the use of the credit of the Members of the League in order to give a loan
which would not safeguard peace but would permit war. He had heard many criticisms of the
Council, but never that it was rash or reckless. He believed that the prudence of the Council,
on one side, and the rule of unanimity, on the other, provided safeguards against the misuse
of the Convention.
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He agreed most heartily with the Danish delegate that the coming into force of the Convention
should be dependent on the adoption of a scheme of reduction and limitation of armaments. He
did not think that the British Government would be prepared to take part in the Convention
unless that provision were put in, not only because it wanted to push on disarmament, but also
because, as the Danish delegate had so well said, the existence of a disarmament treaty immensely
reduced the risk involved in international relations. For the reasons he had given to the
Committee, he felt that this was one of the risks of peace, not, in his judgment, a very 'great
one, but one which States ought to be ready to take. He hoped, therefore, that the
Committee would adopt the Convention.

Viscount Cecil added that he would like the assistance of the Chairman on a matter of
procedure. The Chairman of the Financial Committee had suggested that he should sit beside
the Chairman of the Third Committee, take note of the suggestions made in the course of -the
discussion and take them back to the Financial Committee. He understood that the Convention
would then be remodelled in the light of these suggestions. He could not think that was a very
good form of procedure. Interesting suggestions of amendment had been made by the repre-
sentatives of Portugal, the Netherlands, India and Denmark, but the Chairman of the
Financial Committee could hardly take them all as the views of the Committee. He suggested
that a similar procedure should be followed to that adopted in connection with the Slavery
Convention two or three years ago, when the clauses were discussed in turn, members made
amendments, and the Chairman of the Slavery Commission sat with the Chairman of the
Committee and expressed his views on the points as they arose. The political considerations,
with which the Committee had to deal, were confined to two or three articles of the proposed
treaty. He therefore desired to ask the Chairman's assistance for the guidance of the Committee
in regard to procedure.

The CHAIRMAN expressed his keen desire to see the draft Convention finished during the
present session of the Assembly and his complete agreement on this point with what Lord Cecil
had said.

They had been discussing the question now in all its aspects for three years. A number
of political questions still undoubtedly stood in the way of a decision on the text of the Convention.

As regards the method of procedure, he thought that Lord Cecil's suggestion ought to
be taken into consideration. As the general discussion was practically over, he suggested
that the Bureau of the Committee might distribute the suggestions and amendments
submitted by the different delegations, and for this purpose he would ask those delegations
which still had suggestions to make to send them into the Bureau. They might then proceed
as Lord Cecil had suggested, and pass on to the examination of the text, either in Committee
or in Sub-Committee. The members of the Financial Committee would be at the disposition
of either of these bodies for working out the details of the text.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) on the whole agreed with what Lord Cecil had said. He
was particularly sympathetic to the plan proposed because the idea it contained, the prevention
of war, was that put forward by the German delegation, which had always considered Article 11
of the Covenant particularly important. From the financial point of view, the plan was
extremely well worked out.

On the political side, the speaker was not as favourable to the idea of extending financial
assistance to the case when war was threatened. As an impartial mediator, it would be extremely
difficult for the Council to announce in advance that war was threatened. In his opinion, the
Council could hardly do more than promise this financial aid when the State in question was
threatened by an act of aggression.

As regards the method of procedure, Count Bernstorff expressed his readiness to work
on the lines proposed. On the other hand, the political questions were not, in his opinion,
the only ones to be solved; there were still legal questions and on that point the First Commission
would have something to say. It would perhaps be well to convene a special Committee to
complete the draft Convention. He entirely agreed with Lord Cecil in thinking that the
Convention would not be signed before the Disarmament Convention. Unfortunately, States
were far from prepared to sign a Disarmament Convention. There was thus no hurry, and
plenty of time to summon a special Committee to discuss doubtful points thoroughly. Yet,
if it were thought that there were so few proposals that it was possible for the draft Convention
to be drawn up by the Committee, Count Bernstorff would not oppose it.

In any case, the German Constitution made it probably necessary for the German
Government to pass a law by a two-thirds majority before it could adhere to the Convention -

which would certainly be impossible without the Disarmament Convention being in force.

The German delegate announced that a document containing the views on the question
now before them would be circulated to the members of the Committee (Annex 1, document A.
III.12.1929.IX).

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that, when he had suggested
the reference of the Convention to the Financial Committee in the event of amendments being

submitted, he had had in mind amendments of a technical character. The Convention also
contained certain provisions of a political character, regarding which the Financial Committee
was not competent. No important technical amendments seemed to have been submitted,
however. He therefore agreed with the procedure suggested by Lord Cecil and he was at the
Committee's disposal for the study of amendments which might be proposed.
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The Convention as drawn up contained an important omission : no mention was made of
the -amount of the annual service of the loan. There was a definite financial undertaking
to be entered into. If the delegations represented were not fully authorised by their Finance
Ministries to enter a figure in the Convention immediately, its signature would certainly be
delayed.

The continuation of the general discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.

(The meeting rose at 7.5 p.m.)

FOURTH MEETING

Held on Friday, September 13th, 1929, at 3 p.m.

Chairmanz M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

7. Financial Assistance in Case of War or Threat of War (continuation of the discussion).

M. SANDLER (Sweden) agreed with the statements made by several speakers; he also
thought that the draft Convention was an excellent piece of work.

As a member of the Third Committee he had had before him, two years previously, the
first draft containing the general principles of the plan, and at that time had been very doubtful
regarding its fate. He did not mean that he had experienced any hesitation with regard to
the principles; from the outset, the Swedish delegation had regarded them with sympathy
and had supported them on certain conditions. But it was easy to foresee the difficulties which
would arise, and he had feared that, when such difficulties had been overcome, not much of
the scheme would be left.
4!iThe draft now submitted to the Committee, however, seemed applicable in practice, and
he congratulated the Finnish delegation on having launched the idea. He was no longer
like Saul setting out on the road to Damascus, but, on the other hand, he had not reached
Damascus as St. Paul had done. His doubts, however, had been dispelled up to a certain
point : a basis, at any rate, had been found, though the goal was still distant.

He regarded the draft Convention as clear proof of international solidarity against war -
such solidarity being necessary if war were to be outlawed. Solidarity, however, should be
manifested, not only by words, but by deeds. The Convention did not exhaust all possibilities
of joint action : it was going too far to call it a scheme " for preventing war " -for preventing
all wars.

In the case of a general conflagration, the ingenious machinery of the draft would not
work. There were, however, many individual cases in which the machinery would strengthen
efforts to maintain peace, and would perhaps prevent the outbreak of war.

It was the duty of all States Members of the League to show a real spirit of solidarity
and to be ready to give practical proof of this. If, in order to accomplish this task, it were
necessary to enter into undertakings which would somewhat curtail the sovereignty of States,
they should all accustom themselves to the idea that such a sacrifice was necessary up to a
certain point and in certain definite circumstances.

In the actual case, one essential condition seemed to be the establishment of a close
connection between financial assistance and disarmament. In the first place, -the real value
of the Convention would depend on the actual state of armaments. Like all other means
for preventing war and facilitating the peaceful settlement of disputes, financial assistance would
only play an important part if real progress were achieved in the sphere of disarmament.
A joint campaign against war would succeed only to the extent that war - now unanimously
condemned as an instrument of national policy - was deprived of its material resources.

Moreover, the accession of all States - which was desirable the accession of a large
number of States - which was indispensable to a Convention for Financial Assistance
would not be achieved unless at the same time there were a general tendency towards
disarmament. If this essential condition were not fulfilled, it would be impossible to arrive
at a general agreement.

He concurred in the British argument that there should be reciprocity between the
signatories and that the benefits of the Convention should only be enjoyed by signatories
who had accepted and carried out the future general Convention on Disarmament. He therefore
suggested that they should insert in Article 29 of the draft Convention a sentence to the effect
that: " The Convention will not come into force until after a plan for the reduction of armaments
shall have been adopted by the General Disarmament Conference ". That connection between
security and disarmament had also been contemplated in the same way in the Geneva Protocol.

From the point of view of principles, the draft Convention had a wide scope. It would
modify the situation of States not iMVembers of the Council as regarded their freedom to take
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themselves a decision in a definite case for financial assistance. With reference to the freedom
of the Council to determine what State should receive financial assistance, he reminded the
Committee that in the Geneva Protocol the aggressor had been defined by means of definite
criteria. In the draft Convention under discussion, the aggressor was not defined, but was
indirectly designated by the decision of the Council that some particular State was the victim
of aggression.

He did not consider that procedure satisfactory from a juridical point of view ; nevertheless,
it was a practical solution, and perhaps the only solution possible without resuscitating the
Protocol. But would it not be necessary to subordinate the Council's decision to some objective
criterion which would allow the Council, before granting assistance and consequently indicating
the aggressor, to decide whether the State declared a victim of aggression had maintained
a correct attitude ? In this connection the Swedish delegate proposed to insert - for instance,
in Article 1 - a provision under which financial assistance would only be granted by the
Council provided the State in question had previously undertaken:

To accept and put into force the provisional recommendations which the Council
might make for the purpose of avoiding any aggravation of the dispute;

To refrain from all measures which might aggravate or extend the dispute; and
To submit the dispute either to arbitration or to any other procedure likely to bring

about a pacific settlement of the dispute.

Several opinions had been advanced with regard to the scope of the draft, its relationship
with the Covenant and the procedure to be followed. It might therefore be desirable to consult
the First Committee on several legal points. It would be better to construct solidly rather
than in haste, and to prepare a Convention which would be ratified by the various countries,
rather than add to the number of Conventions that had remained a dead letter.

He did not think that a final text could be adopted this year. The Third Committee
should, however, do its best to obtain agreement on all points in a direction favourable to the
aim and principles of the draft. They could then decide whether it would be desirable to
submit to the Assembly a Convention open to the signature of the various countries. At the
same time, they would be able to consider, whether it would be desirable to leave the final
decision to the Disarmament Conference itself.

The essential point was that the work of the Committee should lead to practical results.
If they reached such results at a first reading, they would have already helped to promote
solidarity between the nations which desired to safeguard peace. That solidarity would be
founded on a courageous determination and on practical means for preventing war rather
than on eloquent arguments in favour of peace.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) observed that, both in the Assembly and in the Third Com-
mittee, there had been an interesting general debate on financial assistance, and a number of
speakers had expressed satisfaction with the draft Convention which the Committee was
considering. He shared their view because he regarded the draft as a very important step
towards the protection of States against aggression - a conviction in which he had been
confirmed by the speeches made on the previous day by the British and German delegates.

During the earlier debate, two outstanding suggestions had been made to which he
considered great importance should be attached. The first was that the plan should be made
contingent upon the conclusion of a convention effecting a satisfactory reduction of armaments;
the second was that considerable difficulties would be encountered if an attempt were made
to apply the scheme in the case of a threat of war, as the German and Danish delegates had
demonstrated on the previous day.

His own object was to express what he might call the theoretical opinion of the Hungarian
Government, Apart from that, practical considerations and the needs of daily life compelled
him to say frankly that, in her present financial position, Hungary would not be able to sign
such a Convention. She was under financial control, she was paying reparations, and she had
only been able to balance her budget after passing through a very difficult period and thanks
to the persistence and the immense efforts of her people as a whole. She could only continue
to balance the budget so long as her financial position did not become worse. For that reason,
the Hungarian Government could not, for the time being, accept any Convention that might
involve her in additional commitments.

That was the present view of the Hungarian Government, but he personally was convinced
that, in the event of a change for the better in the financial situation, his Government would
modify its attitude.

M. LANGE (Norway) said that he had already had occasion last year to state that his Govern-
ment was favourably disposed towards the scheme as originally conceived in the Finnish proposal
- that was to say, as limited to the case of war, or aggression. The Norwegian Government
had then regarded the execution of the plan as an expression of the principle of solidarity
which was the dominant motif in the Covenant of the League of Nations. Accordingly, the
scheme could only be put into effect on the explicit and limited basis of Article 16, and in these
circumstances the machinery provided for by the Convention would be of very great value for
the speedy execution of any measures that might be recommended by the Council.

The Norwegian Government's attitude had not changed. It would prefer, however, that
the coming into operation of the plan should be contingent upon the acceptance of a general
scheme for the reduction of armaments ; and he had been glad to hear several speakers express
the same view. He did not see how a system of penalties could work in a world still under the
domination of anarchic principles, which allowed States to continue to increase their armaments
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without restriction. Not until armaments had been placed under a treaty regime of reduction
could a system of penalties work satisfactorily.

In regard to the application of the scheme in the case of a threat of war, the Norwegian
Government's attitude was quite different. It had already made the most explicit reservations
on that point last year, and he had been glad to hear evidence of a similar hesitation from the
German and Japanese representatives.

Last year, he had said that he would like a thorough enquiry to be made into the various
constitutional, political and legal questions that would arise the moment it was contemplated
to apply the scheme for financial assistance to the case of a threat of war. Unfortunately, his
wishes had not been satisfied, and, while he did not propose to make a grievance of the fact,
he would follow the example set by M. Motta a day or two earlier and express his surprise that,
since the question had been discussed by the Council, the latter had not decided to order an
enquiry. It was difficult to imagine how the plan could be put into operation in the case of a
threat of war when no attack had yet taken place. In such a case, as the Swedish delegate
had already pointed out, they would have to decide who was the victim before there was any
victim.

As Lord Cecil had well said on the previous day - and the British delegation had made
proposals to the same effect - there could be no question of anything but an imminent danger;
but he himself doubted whether, even in that event, the Council could take such a serious step
as was contemplated. The proverb said that while there was life there was hope, and he might
say, on the same analogy, that hope of keeping the peace did not die until war broke out.

Moreover, during the negotiations which would have to precede this indirect determination
of the aggressor, would it really be an advantage for the Council to be armed with this double-
edged weapon, the power to grant war credits to one of the countries concerned ? He agreed
with the Danish delegate that, if the Council had that power in its hands, its proper position
as a mediator would be irreparably compromised.

The hypothesis of the threat of war was not identical with the case contemplated by
Article 16 of the Covenant-the breaking of the Covenant and genuine aggression. The country,
victim of future aggression, would obtain the supplies for which it would use the credits by
contracts of purchase which would have to be negotiated ; whereas, if the scheme were restricted
to the case of actual war, all countries would be bound by the principle of solidarity and would
have to supply either arms or other goods which might be needed by the State attacked. In
other words, if the plan were to be applied in the case of imminence of war, without waiting for
the war actually to break out, it would have to be bolstered up with an immense number of
rules to fix the exact manner in which it was to be carried out in such a case.

In the course of the negotiations, during which it would be the Council's first duty to try to
bring about a compromise and prevent war, the situation might change at any moment, as
M. von Simson had already pointed out last year. In that case, would the Council be really
in possession of all the information it required in order to take useful action and to determine
which State was the aggressor ? Think, for example, of a case by no means inconceivable,
where one party to a dispute was not a member of the League of Nations and refused to accept
the mediation of the Council.

He was convinced that in most cases the only thing the Council could do would be to refuse
to take any decision, because the difficulties would be insuperable. In that case, what would
be the position of a country which had applied for financial assistance because it genuinely
believed itself to be threatened with attack ? If this assistance were refused, what would be
its position in the eyes of the world and in the eyes of its own public opinion ?

The speaker wished to draw attention to the entirely new rule in regard to voting in the
Council proposed in the draft Convention. In Article 26 it was laid down that States involved
in a threat of war would not have the right to vote, but, in view of the interdependence of States,
the speaker wondered what State would not be involved in a threat of war. They might find
themselves obliged to limit the right to vote in the Council to a few remote and isolated States.
All the evidence in this regard pointed to the conclusion that an amendment would be necessary
and that the suspension of the right to vote would have to be limited, in conformity with the
Covenant, to Members who were actual parties to the dispute. He thought, moreover, that the
tendency to introduce indirect amendments to the Covenant, the Constitution of the League
of Nations, by way of special conventions and protocols was a serious matter.

The speaker reserved the right to put forward certain amendments which he had not yet
had time to draw up. One of these amendments referred to Article 25, which provided that the
Council was to be the sole judge in disputes arising out of the application of the Convention. The
provision was necessary for the execution of the Convention as it stood, but it was contrary to
all principle to make a party judge in a dispute in which it was itself involved. The speaker
supported the suggestion made yesterday by M. Loudon to leave these differences to the
Permanent Court of International Justice for settlement by summary procedure - with the
exception, of course, of decisions taken under Article 1 of the draft.

In conclusion, the speaker repeated that his Government would be unable to support the
application of the scheme for financial assistance to the case of a threat of war. He considered
that such an idea would cause such serious prejudice to the League organisation and its future
action that he could not accept the responsibility of contributing to it. In reality, it was a case
of applying principles which were foreign to the whole idea of the League, as was the case with
the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, which was discussed in 1923. That scheme had since
disappeared from the agenda of the Committee, but he wondered if the present scheme was not
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vitiated by the same defects as those which were at the bottom of the Treaty of Mutual
Assistance.

He wondered whether it would not be better to take another line. Following on the
conclusion of the Paris Pact, it might be possible perhaps to achieve results which would not
be open to objection and would create a much stronger feeling of security than any promise of
assistance, financial or otherwise.

With the Swedish delegate and Count Bernstorff, the speaker wondered if the present
discussion could not be looked on merely as a first reading. Since the coming into force of
the scheme, in the opinion of a number of delegates, would have to be conditional upon the
adoption of a scheme for general disarmament, the matter was not urgent; while, on the other
hand, it was necessary that the various constitutional and political aspects of the matter
should be very closely examined. He had no very clear idea as to the procedure to be followed :
possibly a reference to the First Committee or to the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament
or to the Committee on Arbitration and Security. The point would have to be looked into.

In any case, the question was a particularly important one, which appeared to have been
very incompletely worked out and it seemed to the speaker impossible to take a definite decision
on it immediately.

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. Lange's conclusions were rather too severe. The question
had been discussed at great length by the various Committees ; the Assembly had dealt with
this matter since 1927, and also the Third Committee. The Financial Committee had dealt
with it on more than nine occasions, and it had also been examined by a Mixed Committee
and very thoroughly by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which had even considered
the constitutional questions which might arise.

It was necessary, in the first place, to send the text of the proposal to the Governments
to enable them to decide upon their attitude. But, while leaving the different States full
freedom of action, it might be said that the time had now come when all remarks should be
put forward and all questions of a constitutional nature should be decided.

In any case, in fairness to the various organs of the League, it must be recognised that
they had gone very closely into the question. That did not mean to say that -the Committee
should act precipitately. Governments might be given until next year to sign, but the
fundamental points should be settled immediately.

M. LANGE (Norway) said he had great respect for the work of the Financial Committee
and he hoped no one had misunderstood his observations. He had not spoken more fully
on the matter because he was not an expert, but in regard to the work as a whole he would
venture to say that the length of any investigation did not necessarily mean that it was
of an exhaustive nature.

He had not been able to find in the documents any reference to a discussion of the question
of principle with which he was dealing; he did not consider that the arguments put forward
were very convincing, seeing that the proposed measure was of such a grave nature.

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) said that Canada was in the fortunate situation, owing to
its geographical position, of not expecting wars, and therefore did not hope to gain any
financial advantage under the scheme. Nevertheless, Canada was deeply sympathetic with
any project which had for its aim the prevention of war and with the aim and object of the
present draft Convention. He did not desire to speak on the financial side, as he thought
this would take care of itself if a fair degree of unanimity could be attained with regard to the
adoption of the principles of the Convention and the practical methods for carrying them
out. The draft Convention raised a difficult question for Canada as regards Canada's possible
participation in war without the sanction of the constituted authorities of the nation, her
Government and her Parliament.

He had some doubt, personally, whether or not the authority of the Council's decision
was the best that could be obtained. Two of the fourteen Members of the Council would
certainly be eliminated, and possibly more. Consequently, there might be a comparatively
small body of men left to take a decision which would result in an application of the
machinery of the Convention during a state of war, either prospective or actual. Were the
advantages to be derived from the putting into force of the Convention so great as to
overbalance the objection he had referred to ?

He would also point out that, if there were a formidable menace against any Member
of the League by another Member, it would be of importance that the victim nation should
immediately have the advantage of the application of the Convention. Decisions, however,
had to be unanimous ; one Member of the Council would have it in his power to prevent financial
aid being given to the deserving victim. That might lead to great injustice. He would remind
the Committee that, at important meetings of the Assembly and of the Council in March 1926,
a decision was held up by one vote under the provision of unanimity. He thought it would
be generally admitted that the holding up of a decision was not in accordance with the wishes
of -the Council, the Assembly or of the world at large.

He had always favoured the principle of unanimity. At the beginning of the work of
the League it was absolutely necessary. Perhaps a stage was now being reached, however,
when it might be succeeded, in certain cases, by making decisions dependent on a substantial
majority.

The document before the Committee was a very able one and was thoroughly well prepared.
It was the duty of the Assembly to make an exhaustive examination of it. That, however,
did not mean that it was necessaiy to vote now on the adoption of the principle, since so much
depended on the ultimate outcome of -the examination. Canada was ready to co-operate



- 31 -

with sympathy in every possible way in reaching a fruitful result of the Committee's delibera-
tions, but must reserve her ultimate decision until that result had been achieved.

He did not think a Convention which could be signed only by a fraction of the Members
of the League would carry much weight. The greater the number of States which signed it,
the greater would be its prestige.

Having said that, Sir George Foster wished to venture on a small diversion of his own.
It seemed to him that there was another method of attack which had not been discussed in
the Committee. The underlying idea, as was obvious in the Convention, was that a war
was possible and might eventuate; but might not something be gained by approaching the
matter from what might be called the negative point of view ?

The arguments which had been put forward at the previous meeting, and which seemed
to animate the Convention, were -the following: That for any war of the future to be successful
-the aggressor would have to have recourse to foreign aid. According to the document before
the Committee, the menaced State would also need to have recourse to foreign aid, since its
own resources would be so taken up in ensuring the maintenance of the life of the nation, supplies
for the army, and so forth, that without recourse to foreign aid the defensive war could not
be successfully carried on.

He had read with great interest the proceedings of the British Scientific Association in
Africa in the months of July and August last, to which a very remarkable contribution had
been made which should be of interest to the League of Nations - the necessity for a certain
number of natural elements not produced exclusively in any single nation and not generally
distributed in all quarters of the globe, without access to which it would be impossible for any
great war to be carried on. He had noticed the development of this idea in the United States
of America and thought it contained promise. The Kellogg Pact, once passed, prohibited
war, and enjoined upon every nation signing it the obligation of finding peaceful ways of
settling its disputes. The implication was that the Pact would be powerless, and outside
of its moral effect futile, unless the second part of the Pact were confidently, strenuously,
and loyally carried out, and proposals were now pending in the United States Congress for
implementing that part of the Pact.

In the event of a country violating the Kellogg Pact, the United States could refuse to
allow cash, credit, implements of war and the natural resources necessary for the carrying
on of war to leave its territory for the violating nation. This would constitute a strong bar
against the breaking of the Pact, and he wondered whether the matter could not be considered
somewhat from this point of view in this Committee. It should not be difficult to get
all the Members of the League to agree that, in the case of any violation by an aggressor
State, no cash, credit, war material or other elements necessary for the carrying on of war
would be obtainable by that State in their territories. This was a somewhat different plan
from that before the Committee and it did not involve those difficulties which had arisen
during the discussions of -the draft Convention now before them.

This was a suggestion which he would like to see exclusively adopted or linked with the
proposal regarding financial assistance to the victim of an aggression, and he thought
that all Members of the League would be willing to co-operate on these lines.

M. CASSIN (France) said that the French delegation was glad to see that progress had been
made in studying the question of financial assistance.

The most sincere tribute that could be paid to the work of the Committee on Arbitration
and Security and of the Financial Committee was the recognition that the initial apprehensions,
expressed mainly by nations which might possibly benefit most by this financial assistance, had
to a large extent been allayed and had in some cases disappeared altogether. Such progress
was very reassuring, and he was still hopeful that the work would be completed by the signature
of a Convention.

Before dealing with questions of principle, he would like to say a few words regarding
procedure.

The French delegation, which was ready to fall in with any suggestion for expediting the
work, was in favour of the procedure that suggestions of a financial nature should be submitted
to the Financial Committee and amendments of a political nature to their Committee, and,
finally, that, if the scheme failed to meet with general approval, a diplomatic conference should
be organised during the coming winter so that concrete results might be obtained before the
meeting of the General Disarmament Conference.

He did not wish to go into details, but would refer to two essential points to which the
Committee should give its attention: first, the connection between the Convention for Financial
Assistance and the whole policy of the League of Nations in regard to the prevention of war, and,
secondly, the adjustment of the Convention for Financial Assistance to the requirements of the
various countries and to the requirements of peace.

With regard to the first point, he would recall that, in 1924, France had included measures
for financial assistance in the formula: Arbitration, Security, Disarmament. Each of these ques-
tions had then been dealt with separately, although on parallel lines ; nevertheless, his country
had on each occasion emphasised the connection between financial assistance and disarmament.
The Convention on the Traffic in Arms had been signed and ratified by France. The question
of the private manufacture of arms was closely connected with that of financial assistance;
the French delegation would in a few days' time show that it desired progress in this connection.
There were other similar instruments, such as the draft Treaty for strengthening the Means
of preventing War. There was also the draft Convention for the Reduction of Armaments. Then
there was the Briand-Kellogg Pact for -the Outlawry of War and the General Act of Arbitration
which the French Government had undertaken to submit to Parliament for ratification.
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The French delegation was prepared, as in 1924, to agree that the entry into force of the
Convention for Financial Assistance, now under discussion, should be conditional on the signature
and ratification of one or more of these important instruments - for instance, the general scheme
for the reduction of armaments which might be the outcome of the future Conference.

He would, however, like to point out that a distinction should be made between signature
and entry into force. The examination, signature and ratification of this Convention should
be expedited, because this work as a rule took a great deal of time, and, if its entry into force
were to depend on the signature of a Disarmament Convention, they must avoid the possi-
bility of this Disarmament Convention being sprung upon States which had not yet signed
the Convention for Financial Assistance.

He would, however, point out that, in making the ratification of conventions dependent
on that of other conventions, ratifications were delayed, and those States which did their duty
were penalised, without any stimulus being given to those which had failed to do so. For
instance, a State might sign and ratify the Convention on the Trade in Arms, perhaps that on
Manufacture, and possibly even the Disarmament Convention. But, for lack of all the necessary
ratifications, one of those Conventions might not come into operation, and the State which
had done its duty would be deprived of financial assistance although it had fulfilled all its
obligations.

Of all the questions of principle raised by the scheme, the most important, and the one in
regard to which observations had been made by each of the delegates, was the question of the
threat of war. The uneasiness manifested in this connection mainly concerned the meaning of
the expression " threat of war ". In particular, Lord Cecil had asked that a precise meaning
should be given to this expression by qualifying it as " imminent " or " grave ". Other speakers
had alleged that the preventive means contemplated in the case of a threat of war might have
an opposite effect to that desired : by promising financial assistance unconditionally to a nation
which possibly had hitherto maintained a correct attitude, that nation might be encouraged
to adopt a more threatening attitude. Lastly, a third apprehension had been formulated by
several delegations : in the case of a threat of war, which Members of the Council were to be
entitled to vote ? Could not each country claim that such-and-such a country should not be
allowed to vote because it had ties of friendship with some other State which might be involved
in the dispute ?

They must therefore endeavour to find concrete and simple solutions which would leave
no doubt either in the minds of those called upon to adopt the Convention or, above all, in the
minds of the representatives of the nations which would be called upon at the critical moment
to take decisions.

He thought that there were two main considerations which should guide them in finding
a solution. An event of capital importance had occurred a year ago - the entry into force of
the Paris Pact, under which each of the signatory nations declared that it renounced war as an
instrument of national policy. The entry into force of this Pact had had such striking effects
that the British delegation, supported by other delegations, had considered it necessary to make
an effort to embody the substance of the Pact in the League Covenant.

The words used in Articles 11 and 16, with which they were dealing, had been influenced
by the Paris Pact. The word " war ", for instance, would cease to be used. A country that
wished to violate the Pact would no longer be so naive as to declare war. Disturbed situations 
states of hostilities - would then arise. It was also necessary to bear in mind the previous
work of the League, more especially the great efforts which had been made for some years
past to extend the part played by the Council in regard to preventive measures. Consequently,
it was not possible merely to consider the two cases -war and the threat of war. In his opinion,
there were three possible situations and he would deal with them in the order of gravity.

There was the situation contemplated by Article 11 of the Covenant in which a State drew
the Council's attention, in a friendly manner, to circumstances calculated to affect international
relations.

At this stage, it was obvious that to bind the Council in advance to a scheme of financial
assistance would be justly to deserve the three kinds of reproaches made by various delegates.
In an international situation of this kind, in which neither the object of the dispute nor the
parties were defined, it was not possible at once to brandish threats of financial assistance.
How were the rules in regard to voting to be applied ? The wisest course, as Count Bernstorff
had suggested yesterday, was to wait and see what happened. There was nothing to justify
the precipitate application of a premeditated plan. The Council must retain full freedom ; it
should have time to examine the question and, if necessary to obtain financial advice in regard
to a subsequent application of the Convention. With a view to meeting two other situations
the French delegation suggested the following wording for Article 1 :

" Any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to the financial assistance provided
for by the present Convention if it is involved in hostilities in which the initiative has
been taken by its adversary.

' Further, if two or more States have undertaken to carry out the measures recommended
by the Council in order to prevent or arrest hostilities between them, the Council may
declare that it will accord financial assistance to those of the States in question, being
parties to the present Convention, to whose detriment the said measures have been
infringed. "

In the second case, the dispute had actually arisen and had perhaps been aggravated.
At all events, the parties to the dispute would be more clearly known. In this case, the French
delegation proposed to avoid all the difficulties mentioned by stating that any preventive
measures recommended by the Council must be endorsed by a formal engagement of the Powers
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concerned. They would then have to deal with nations which the Council had asked to take
certain measures to prevent any aggravation of the dispute and which had undertaken to
abide by the Council's decision. Financial assistance might then be used as a powerful lever by
the Council. That was why the French delegation had stipulated in its amendments that:

" The Council may declare that it will accord financial assistance to those of the States
in question, being parties to the present Convention, to whose detriment the said measures
have been infringed. "

This formula was sufficiently elastic to adapt itself to all circumstances, and the grave diffi-
culties with regard to a unanimous vote would thus be avoided because, according to the terms
of Article 15, in the case of a clearly defined dispute, the parties would not vote and, moreover,
a unanimous vote on the part of the Council would be required. Consequently, by a unanimous
decision, the Council would grant or would threaten to grant financial assistance, yet the parties
concerned would not take part in the vote.

He then came to the third situation : when the Council's preventive measures had failed
and there had been a violation of the Covenant of the League of Nations of the Paris Pact
or perhaps of the General Act of Arbitration. That was the case contemplated in Article 16.
In that case, the French delegation in its amendment had introduced the notion of hostilities
so as to bring the Financial Assistance Convention at once into harmony with the Paris Pact.
As declarations of war were no longer in question, States would have to be judged by what
they did and not by what they said. That meant there must be a difference in the wording.
For the second case the French delegation said: " the Council may . . ."; for this third case it
said that the Power against which an act of hostility had been committed was entitled to
financial assistance and that it was the Council's duty to grant such assistance.

The exact meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant had, of course, frequently been discussed.
They were no longer, however, concerned with Article 16 alone; they were concerned with a
Convention concluded between States which had signed a particular undertaking.

How would the financial assistance operate ? The Council's vote would have to be unani-
mous apart from the votes of the parties to the dispute. At this point, the observations made
in 1928 regained their full force. Surprise had been expressed that certain States which were
not members of the Council should announce in advance their intention of abstaining from
participation in the decision regarding financial assistance. Nothing, however, was more
legitimate. Only those States that had signed the Convention were bound, and it was hard to
see what constitutional objections could prevent them binding themselves.

He had been impressed by the Canadian representative's observation that the unanimity
rule had very often proved a serious obstacle to the settlement of important questions. If
it had had only its own desires to consult, the French delegation would not have been content
with the amendments it had put forward, but would have had the courage to go further and
say, in Article 26, that a certain specified majority - a two-thirds majority, for example 
should suffice to enable the Council to set the machinery of financial assistance in motion.
These measures, coming in the presence of open hostilities, would have an intimidating and
consequently a pacifying effect which would make them more acceptable to all parties. In
that matter, the French delegation remained faithful to the ideas it had upheld in 1924; but
it had not wished to overload the ship.

He would therefore ask the Committee to consider the amendments put forward by the
French delegation and, in conclusion, he hoped that the general discussion would result in a
definite scheme which would enable both heads of Governments and the public opinion of the
world to be quite sure of the position.

In criminal law, the certainty that the guilty party would be punished was better than the
threat of capital punishment ; in the international sphere, the certainty of even limited financial
assistance in specified cases open to no difficulty of interpretation was better than more extensive
promises if these were vague and uncertain. In cases which everybody hoped would never
occur, the certainty of punishment for the covenant-breaking State would be better than the
brandishing of ineffectual lightnings, which left the peoples of the world under the illusion that
the Covenant in itself was enough to secure peace, when the human will was also a necessary
factor.

M. SATO (Japan) wished to state that he shared the view of those delegations which had
pronounced against the inclusion of the case of a threat of war in the Convention. In this
connection, he put before the Committee a statement (Annex 2, document A.III. 16.1929.IX).

It was the Japanese delegation's opinion that, in the event of a crisis, the provision of this
assistance in the situations contemplated by paragraph 1 of Article 11 might not always
have the desired pacifying effect. The Japanese delegation therefore proposed that the
Convention should not apply in the case of a " threat of war ". It thought it expedient,
however, that in such a case the Council of the League of Nations should be able to call the
attention of the parties to the dispute to the existence of the scheme for financial assistance.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) said that his country was favourable to the idea of financial assistance,
and was prepared to make all necessary efforts to put it into practice. As M. Lange had said,
however, that assistance was so closely bound up with the reduction of armaments that there
could be no hope of its immediate and general application. The draft Convention for the
reduction of armaments had not yet been framed, and there was therefore no hurry to proceed
with the Convention for Financial Assistance.

Numerous speakers had referred to the preparatory work on this Convention and had
said that that work had been carried as far as was necessary. He did not agree; there
were still certain difficulties to which no entirely satisfactory reply had been given.

B
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It had been suggested for example, by M. Rutgers in the Committee on Arbitration
and Security - that financial assistance was one of the measures provided for by Article 16 of
the Convenant. The unanimous interpretation of that article, however, was that it rested with
each individual State to decide whether there was reason to take the steps therein referred to.

On the other hand, by the provisions of the Financial Assistance Convention, States would
be bound to take their share of the burden when the Council had come to a decision.

It followed that, in the event of a conflict between two States, the Members of the League
might be induced by their own judgment to discharge the duties contemplated by Article 16
towards one of those two States, whereas the Convention might lead them to give financial
assistance to the adversary of that State. He did not regard that as an absolute legal
impossibility, but, at the same time, it was an awkward position.

He would not press this point, because he was anxious to hold to his statement that he
was in favour of the Convention, and also because the First Committee could look into this
aspect of the problem; but he would regard the point as a argument in favour of omitting
the reference to a threat of war from the Convention.

In the case of war having actually been declared - a situation actually existing - he
could agree with Lord Cecil that the hypothesis of a difference of opinion as to who was the
aggressor would be purely theoretical. It would be otherwise in the case of a threat of war.

In this connection, he recalled how Sir Austen Chamberlain, at the thirty-third session
of the Council, demonstrated the complicated nature of this case. If a country made military
preparations to strike a decisive blow in the event of war at another country, the second country
might regard those preparations as a threat of war, even though the first country had only
acted defensively.

Lord Cecil had said that the case of a threat of war was already referred to in Article 11
of the Covenant, but he (M. Tumedei) would say that the object was different. Article 11
gave every Member of the League of Nations the power to draw the attention of the Council
and of the League to a fact, and in that case the formula was necessarily a liberal one; every
Member of the League must be able to apply to the Council whenever it thought it necesary
to do so. On the other hand, in the case of financial assistance, the chief characteristic of the
system would be the automatic setting in motion of the machinery of financial assistance -
a measure necessary if speedy aid were to be given - but he regarded this as an undertaking
exceeding the limits of Article 16 of the Covenant.

In those circumstances, if the Convention were only going to cover the case of actual war,
Governments would find less difficulty in signing it.

Regarding the extent of the undertakings to be given, he recalled that, in the first draft,
the aggregate sum of 200,000,000 gold francs had been mentioned; there was now only the
rough figure of 100,000,000 gold francs per annum, and that might represent an increase in
the burden. Assuming that the Convention lasted ten years, it was possible that in the ninth
year they might have to contract a loan which would absorb 100,000,000 gold francs a year
for thirty years. Moreover the burden would be greater if, as Sir Henry Strakosch had said,
the figure in the Convention should be, not 100,000,000, but 200,000,000 or 250,000,000 gold
francs; in that case, the maximum aggregate burden would be as much as 8,000,000,000 or
10,000,000,000 gold francs. It was quite comprehensible that the States, especially those
which would be called upon to give " special guarantees ", should wish to consider this figure
carefully.

That being so, would it not be possible to introduce into the Convention, in addition to
the annual limit already provided for, a maximum aggregate limit, and to lay down the principle
that every loan must be contracted with a regular plan of amortisation, and especially that
amortisation must be evenly spread over all the years of the period in contemplation ?

In conclusion, he stated that he would return to this idea, and also that, when the general
debate was over, he would put forward certain proposals on points of detail.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) said that Belgium was entirely in favour of the basic idea
of the scheme. The Belgian delegation had, however, been instructed to move an amendment
to Article 1 in order to clear up a point upon which the Committee would doubtless be unanimous.
The proposal was to specify that the assistance provided for in the draft could only be claimed
by States which had signed the Convention or subsequently acceded to it.

The text of Article 1, he said, was not quite clear on this point, and moreover, the " Expose
des motifs " seemed to say (document A.10.1929.II, page 3, paragraph 1), that the benefit
of financial assistance might e granted by the Council to any Member of the League of Nations
which was involved in a threat of war or in actual hostilities, no distinction being made between
those which acceded to the Convention and those which did not accede to it.

The Belgian delegation was not introducing any amendment to clear up this point, because
the French delegation's new text for Article 1 would perhaps be substituted for the original
text, and in that case the intended amendment would be unnecessary. If, however, the
Committee should adopt the original text, the Belgian delegation would move an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN said that the general discussion was now closed. After the long debate
that had taken place, he thought the Committee might, as Lord Cecil had suggested, proceed
to consider the proposals before it. These included several which were more or less identical,
and perhaps the first thing to do would be to come to a decision on certain principles - for
example, as to whether the case of a threat of war was to be taken out of the Convention or not.

When the Committee had decided the matters of principle, it could then decide to appoint
a Drafting Committee to settle the actual wording of the texts adopted.
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Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he was entirely in agreement with
the Chairman's suggestion, but pointed out that on Article 1 they had three different propositions.
There was the Danish proposition simply to strike out " threat of war ", the British
proposition to add certain words, and the Franco-German-Swedish proposition. He withdrew
the British proposition and suggested that they should now decide whether they agreed with
the Danish proposition or with the Franco-German-Swedish proposition. Having done that,
the actual drafting could be left to a Committee.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) asked whether it was clearly understood that this was a first reading.
He also wished to know whether all the amendments had been distributed, because it was
difficult to form an opinion without the texts.

M. CASSIN (France) approved the procedure suggested by the Chairman, but, to a certain
extent, he also agreed with Lord Cecil's proposal. If the Committee voted simply for the
omission of all mention of threat of war, there would be nothing more to draft, and it would
not be necessary to convene a drafting committee. They should therefore rather ascertain
the opinion of the Committee as to whether the words concerning the threat of war should be
modified, it being understood that the members of the Drafting Committee would then prepare
a satisfactory draft for submission to the Committee.

He wondered whether, if they obtained the Assembly's assent, they could hope to establish
a final text. He thought it would be unwise so to hope, since suggestions had been made to
the Financial Committee and they could not insist that the latter should give its reply before
the end of the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN, replying to M. Sandler's observations, said that it would be for
the Committee to decide whether it regarded the discussion as a first reading. It would,
however, be premature to reach this decision at the moment when they were beginning to
discuss the articles.

All the proposals referred to in the course of the discussion had been submitted, but only
some of these had been distributed. They were all of a political nature and touched on two
or three fundamental points.

With regard to M. Cassin's observations, he thought that the Committee, after it had decided
upon the wording, would obviously be obliged to refer it to the Financial Committee for its
opinion. Similarly, if the First Committee asked for the text to be communicated to it, they
could hardly refuse such request.

That meant that they had still much work before them. If the Convention were not
ready before the end of the Assembly, it could be sent to the various Governments, which
could sign it within the following twelve months. If necessary, a diplomatic conference
could be convened for the purpose.

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that they should now proceed to study the text article by
article and take a vote on the main principles in the form of the concrete proposals that had
been laid before the Committee. They might then refer these decisions to a drafting committee,
for it would be impossible to discuss drafting questions in a Committee of fifty members. In
any case, he thought thatthe present discussion did constitute a first reading.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) thought that there was a preliminary question to be settled,
namely, What would be the text of Article 1 that they had to discuss ?

A new formula had been submitted by the French delegation, which did not, however,
involve a very serious modification of principle except with regard to the question of the threat
of war. Then came a whole series of amendments submitted by the Danish and Swedish
delegations which could be fitted into the printed text as easily as into the text proposed by
the French delegation.

He was inclined rather to ask the Committee to adopt as a basis for discussion the text
proposed by the French delegation, which was better than the printedtext in that it was briefer
and clearer.

This text merely defined the parties entitled to receive financial assistance. After
discussion, there would be no difficulty in embodying in this text the modifications proposed
by the Danish and Swedish delegations.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) hoped this would not be done. He thought
it better to adhere to the printed Convention. The Committee could then decide first on the
important question whether it desired to strike out the threat of war altogether. That was
the root question. If that were rejected, then it would be for the Committee to say whether
it wanted something in the nature of the Franco-Swedish-German proposals, and if they were
accepted (as he hoped they would be), then the text could go to a drafting committee for an
exact text to be drafted which would also be able to take account of the other questions which
the Governments put forward almost as an alternative - at any rate, as an addition - to their
proposition to strike out the threat of war.

M. CASSIN (France) concurred with the procedure suggested by Lord Cecil. In order that
there should be no misunderstanding, he would add that the French proposal was a compromise
between those who desired to omit all reference to the threat of war and those who desired to
take the needs of certain States into account. He hoped the Committee would reach a definite
decision as to whether all reference to the threat of war should be definitely omitted.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he shared M. Cassin's views. As he had stated on the
previous day, the German delegation was not in favour of extending the scope of the Convention
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to include the threat of war. It was prepared to agree to a compromise. If, however, they
put the Danish delegation's proposal to the vote, he would be obliged to vote for it.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, if the Committee definitely decided to omit the words " or
threat of war ", some of the members would not be satisfied. But the case would be the same
if the contrary decision were adopted. The Drafting Committee might therefore be asked to
find a compromise based on the French proposal, and if the Committee did not agree with this
point of view, it would have to give a decision on the Danish proposal, which was the widest in
scope.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) said that, in principle, he was always favourable to a compromise,
because it was satisfactory to arrive at general agreement. But it appeared to him that one
could not say beforehand that a compromise could be accepted unless one knew to some extent
what it would be.

He wished to have time to think over the French proposal. He had not yet quite grasped
the meaning of certain phrases. He did not understand the difference made by M. Cassin
between hostilities and war.

It was also desired to make a distinction between: " It will be the Council's duty to grant
financial assistance " and the second point, which says that " The Council may. . . "grant
it or not.

The Council should always have the power to grant financial assistance or to refuse it.
For this reason, he asked that the discussion should be adjourned.

M. LANGE (Norway) considered that it would be better to follow the usual procedure in
dealing with the various amendments.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) agreed with M. Lange and thought it would
be desirable to vote on the Danish amendment first. If that were rejected, the other amend-
ments could be discussed, and he thought they should all be discussed together because they
were all parts of the same thing.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that, although he had proposed to omit the words " or threat
of war ", he was not opposed to a compromise, and thought that a satisfactory wording could
be found.

His impression was that a large part of the Committee was convinced of the danger of
maintaining the present text, but that the members who would vote against it would not be
opposed to a compromise.

M. CASSIN (France) said that he was prepared, after these explanations, to vote for the
deletion, as suggested, provided that it was understood that a compromise was still possible.

In order to reassure M. Tumedei, he desired to say that it was not necessary to vote
immediately on the substance of the French proposal, but that the French delegation was quite
prepared to discuss its text.

Major-General the Hon. Sir Granville RYRIE (Australia) asked in what sense he would be
able to record his vote since he was opposed to all financial assistance, both in the case of war
and of threat of war.

The CHAIRMAN was of the opinion that the Australian delegate could vote on the Convention
as a whole and that during the discussion he could abstain from voting.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) pointed out that, in accepting the Danish
amendment, he did so in a sense entirely different from that in which it had originally been
put forward. He wished that point to be quite clear.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that Lord Cecil had himself recognised that there were great
difficulties arising from the words " threat of war ". He understood that his voting for the
Danish proposal amounted to an indication that he was in favour of a compromise.

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. Munch had changed the sense of the proposal to some
extent. He admitted that, by voting for it, the Committee nevertheless charged a Sub-Committee
to work out a compromise.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) expressed himself as being in favour of that
procedure, but said he would have various observations to make on the French proposal when
the time came, with a view to making suggestions to the Drafting Committee for improving
the text.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that he did not insist on his proposal simply to delete the words
" or threat of war ", as everyone was in favour of finding a compromise, but he reserved the
right to return to it later if no compromise could be found.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee was in agreement to omit the words " or threat
of war " and to endeavour to find a compromise on the basis of the proposals that had been
made during the discussion.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that he was in favour of something in
the nature of the Franco-German-Swedish proposal, that was to say, he was in favour of making
a distinction between the outbreak of hostilities and the threat of hostilities. On the other
hand, he was not in favour of depriving the Members of the League of the protection of the
decision of the Council on the question of giving assistance at the outbreak of hostilities. He



- 37 

therefore hoped that the Drafting Committee would insert some words in the first paragraph
of the French amendment which would make it clear that, even in the case of the outbreak of
hostilities, it was for the Council to decide whether or not financial assistance was to be given.
A difference might be made, and it might be said that in such a case the Council ought to give
assistance rather than the Council may give assistance - but the Council ought to have the last
word as to whether assistance should or should not be given.

As to the second paragraph, according to the wording in the French text, it would only be
where the two parties to the dispute had first agreed to accept the recommendations of the
Council and afterwards one of them had gone back on its agreement that the Council would be
entitled to give assistance to the other. The actual words were :

"Further, if two or more States have undertaken to carry out the measures
recommended by the Council in order to prevent or arrest hostilities between them,
the Council may declare that it will accord financial assistance to those of the States
in question, being parties to the present Convention, to whose detriment the said
measures have been infringed."
First there was contemplated an agreement between States to accept the decisions of the

Council; then that one or other of them, going back on that agreement, refused to accept
the Council's judgment. That was going too far. If the situation were to have any reality, it
would be necessary to say that, where the Council had recommended certain measures and
one of the States had refused to comply with them, the power of the Council to give assistance
would arise. Otherwise the position would be impossible. Supposing a big State made an
attack on a smaller State. The Council would ask them whether they agreed to accept its
decision. The big State would naturally refuse, and under the French amendment the Council
would be powerless. He would venture to suggest that the amendment must be modified so
as to leave it entirely in the discretion of the Council to make recommendations and, having
made them, to say that, if either of the States would not comply, assistance would be given
to the other if it had expressed its readiness to comply. He would ask the Drafting Committee
to take this into account ; unless some change of the kind he had suggested were made, he
could not possibly vote for the French amendment.

M. CASSIN (France) had not thought that the substance of the articles would be discussed
at present, but, since Lord Cecil had broached the question, the speaker felt obliged to explain
why he had proposed his amendment.

First, in regard to paragraph 1, the French delegation was happy to record the adherence
of the British delegation, and it agreed to the latter's suggestion to supplement the text by the
words " and the Council should grant ".

Further, in regard to this point, the French amendment met the observation of one of
the members of the Committee, who had said : " Why should a Power have the right to financial
assistance ? " He would reply: " Because Article 16 exists, and because, further, there is
the Convention. " If not, there would never be any right for any Power.

With regard to the second paragraph, Lord Cecil had said:
" According to the wording in the French text, if two or more States have undertaken

to carry out the measures recommended by the Council, the Council can put the Convention
into force, but the case when two States have not accepted the recommendations of the
Council in regard to preventive measures does not come within the limits of the Convention."

That was perfectly true, but it was intended. It was not meant to give a juridical inter-
pretation to Article 11. The French delegation had not wished to settle the delicate question
as to whether the recommendation made by the Council could have authority whether there
was or was not previous agreement by the parties concerned. . The French delegation had
desired to reduce to a minimum the chances of uncertainty, which had given rise in that
Committee to a certain amount of hostility to the expression " threat of war ".

It was clear that, if there were no precise undertaking on the part of the States concerned
to accept the recommendations of the Council, the situation was still uncertain, and there
might be States which would find an obligation to put the Convention into force very difficult
in that case.

On the other hand, if the scope of the Convention were limited without any possibility
of doubt, and if it were clearly stated that, before hostilities occurred, it could only come into
operation in the case of an express undertaking by each of the States, entered into before
the Council - it might be sai bfore t rd before the whole worldno one could object, and all would
be convinced that, in granting financial assistance, the Council would be committing no
imprudence.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said the question seemed to him to be
one of principle and of the utmost importance, because it made all the difference as to whether
the power of the Council to give assistance to one of the parties to a dangerous dispute before
hostilities broke out was to be a reality or not.

If it were to depend on the agreement of the parties in the first place, and, secondly, on
the breaking out of hostilities, it was quite evident that the aggressive party would simply
refuse to agree and would prevent the operation of the Convention. He did not think the
amendment gave any more certainty. The Swedish amendment, with which he agreed in
principle, set out the conditions which the Council might impose, on a breach of which the right
to give assistance would arise. It did not seem to him either more or less definite to say first
that the parties must agree and then assistance might be given. The question of definition
depended on the precision with which the Council laid down the conditions which it required
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the parties to fulfil. That was the only way in which the obligations could be made
definite. Whether the parties had or had not previously agreed to these conditions did not
make them more or less definite.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) thought that the Sub-Committee should consider all the suggestions
that had been made.

The CHAIRMAN supported this opinion and announced that he would propose later a list
of names for the approval of the Committee.

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that the appointment of a Sub-Committee was premature,
for it would not be in possession of all the facts of the discussion.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Sub-Committee would be able to deal with Article 1.

M. CASSIN (France) suggested that, owing to the meeting of the Assembly, the Committee
could not meet next day. He was therefore in favour, in order to lose no time, of asking a
Sub-Committee to deal with Article 1.

The CHAIRMAN supported this point of view.

M. LANGE (Norway) remarked that, even with regard to Article 1, various amendments
had not even been discussed.

Moreover, these amendments had only been circulated during the meeting and it had
been impossible to examine them carefully.

The CHAIRMAN agreed with M. Lange. The Sub-Committee to be appointed would take
into consideration the reservations made by the Norwegian representative.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he had no objection to the proposed procedure. He
would only remark that, in his opinion, the First Committee should also be consulted.

8. Appointment of the Sub-Committee entrusted with the Task of drafting Article 1 of the
Convention for Financial Assistance.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Sub-Committee should be constituted as follows:

M. COBIAN (Spain).
M. CASSIN (France).
Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire).
M. HOLSTI (Finland).
M. LOUDON (Netherlands).
M. MUNCH (Denmark).
M. TUMEDEI (Italy).
M. SANDLER (Sweden).

This proposal was adopted.

(The meeting rose at 7.10 p.m.)

FIFTH MEETING

Held on Monday, September 16th, 1929, at 10 a.m.

Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

9. Communication from the General Committee of the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter which he had received from the President of the
Assembly:

" At its last meeting, the General Committee of the Assembly considered the present
position of the work of the session and came to the conclusion that it was indispensable
to make a determined effort to shorten, as far as possible, the duration of the work of the
Committees. In virtue of this decision of the General Committee, I would request you to
be good enough to draw the attention of the members of the Committee of which you are
Chairman to the importance of speeding up discussions as far as is compatible with the
fulfilment of the task entrusted to them.

" The General Committee is of opinion that Committees should endeavour to examine
all the questions submitted to them in the shortest possible time, in order to avoid any
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prolongation of the Assembly session beyond the normal period. In order to attain this
end, Committees should employ all appropriate means - for instance, speeches might
be shortened and meetings lengthened. Finally, Committees might even, in certain cases,
consider the possibility of holding night meetings.

" Since all Committees have not an equally heavy agenda, some will have completed
their task before others. It might then perhaps be advisable to consider whether some
of the questions still undealt with by the Committees whose work is heaviest could not be
referred to other Committees in order to expedite the discussion, or whether, at any rate,
the fact that certain Committees are no longer meeting would not make it possible for the
other Committees to meet more often.

"The Chairman of the various Committees are in the best position to form an opinion
on this subject, and the President will fall in with their views rather than endeavour to
enforce his own. The really important point is that a very serious and sustained effort
should be made.

"I am certain that the members of the Third Committee will take into consideration
this appeal, which I would beg you to convey to your Committee in the name of the whole
General Committee."

The Chairman did not think it necessary for the moment to propose any of the suggested
measures. The Committee would see subsequently whether some other decision would have
to be taken.

10. Financial Assistance in Case of War or Threat of War (continuation of the discussion).

Article 1.

"The financial assistance provided for by the present Convention shall be given in
any case of war or threat of war in which the Council of the League of Nations, seized in
virtue of the Covenant, decides that, as a measure to restore or safeguard the peace of
nations in accordance with the objects of the Covenant, such assistance shall be accorded
to a High Contracting Party involved in the war or threat of war. "

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Sub-Committee appointed to redraft Article I had
already held two meetings and had arrived at an agreement on the first part of the article.
The second part concerned a question of principle which had already been raised at their previous
meeting, and which was due to the divergent views held by the British delegation and the French
delegation, respectively. The members of the Sub-Committee thought it would be desirable for
this question of principle to be submitted beforehand to the plenary Committee so that the
latter might express its opinion on this subject and decide upon the definite line to be taken.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) desired to state as clearly and objectively
as possible what was the difference which had arisen.

Agreement had been reached as to the form which Article 1 should take so far as the
provision of financial assistance after the outbreak of war was concerned. The question was
what, if anything, ought to be done with regard to the position before the outbreak of war.
The necessity for making it quite clear on what occasions and in what circumstances it might
be possible for the Council to grant such assistance was evident.

Secondly, it was quite clear that the Council must be left absolute freedom to say whether,
in any circumstances, it was in the interests of peace that assistance should be granted. He
would read a short document, for which he was not solely responsible, but which he believed
was not an unfair description of the exact difference that had arisen :

" All are agreed that financial assistance before war has broken out should not be
granted unless some direction given by the Council to both sides shall have been disregarded
by one of them, and then only if the Council unanimously, with the exception of the
disputants, decides that in the interests of peace such assistance ought to be given to one
of them. The only question is whether or not, as a further condition to the grant of assis-
tance, both parties should have agreed to abide by any direction given by the Council. "

The reasons for which he did not think that the further condition ought to be added were
simple. The case contemplated was one where one of the disputants was pressing an attack
against another, against the interests of peace, and the Council was satisfied that this was so
because it had given directions to both parties to abide by some direction, such as the with-
drawing of forces or a promise to submit to arbitration, and that direction had been disregarded
by one of the parties. It was necessarily a case where, in the unanimous opinion of the Council,
one party was a breaker of the peace and the other was not. He ventured respectfully to submit
that it was quite inconceivable that any country should have such a strange mentality as to
agree, knowing beforehand the consequences, to accept the direction of the Council and, having
done so, should break that agreement.

It had been said that there was the possibility that, if the suggestion of the German dele-
gation in the Preparatory Commission were accepted, a number of States would make a preli-
minary agreement always to abide, in questions of difficulty, by the directions of the Council.
That might be so, and it would, of course, be a great strengthening of the cause of peace. But
the Third Committee did not know whether this suggestion would be accepted by the Preparatory
Commission, or how many countries might ultimately sign such an agreement. Moreover, he
would have thought it would have been precisely those countries which ultimately decided not
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to sign the agreement against which something such as the power of financial assistance would
be most valuable.

He felt reluctant to adopt this solution for two other reasons. In the first place, he thought
if the Council said to the countries - particularly the evilly-disposed countries, if there
were any- "Take care. If you agree to accept the directions of the Council, you may find
yourselves under the pressure of this new Convention ", they might be less ready to accept the
directions of the Council than they were before. Secondly, he would submit a very important
practical argument. It had been seen in previous acute questions between countries how very
important it was that the action of the Council should be rapid and decisive. It was very often
a question of hours whether a direction which was to prevent war was, or was not, to be given.
Here it was suggested that the matter should be delayed by withholding one of the most effective
measures of preserving peace unless both parties accepted this direction. The Council would
very much desire to have this acceptance supposing that a strong threat of a breach of the peace
had occurred. They would therefore begin by telegraphing to both parties saying: " Will
you abide by the direction of the Council ? " before giving any direction. That would mean
considerable delay, which, assuming one of the parties was ill-disposed, might be prolonged
until the decisive moment for the Council's intervention had passed. That would be unfortunate.
If that condition were to be put in operation, it might be better not to have a Convention at all
- at any rate, applicable to a time before war. He was afraid that, if that condition were put
in, it would be so difficult to apply that it might make it less easy for the Council to preserve peace
than at the present time. That was the case as he saw it. He had not attempted to state the
case on the other side, but he did not suppose that the French delegation would have taken the
other point of view had they not thought it a strong one. He thought the actual point to be
decided was within a small compass and of very considerable importance, but he did not
consider it could be made clearer than it already was by a long debate, and that was why he
confined his observations to a comparatively brief statement.

M. MASSIGLI (France) asked leave to reply briefly to Lord Cecil on behalf of M. Cassin, who
was not well.

There were two points of view before the Committee: according to the French standpoint,
the coming into play of financial assistance in the case of a threat of war was subject to the proviso
that the parties to the dispute should come to an agreement beforehand; according to the
British proposal, that would not be the case; as soon as the Council had prescribed measures
to prevent war, it would be entitled at the same time to announce that it would bring financial
assistance into operation on behalf of the party to whose detriment the Council's prescribed
measures had been violated.

At first sight, the British proposal seemed much more satisfactory than the French proposal.
But the question was more complicated than it appeared to be on reading the texts. It raised
much broader questions and touched on a much more general and more difficult point; it was,
in fact, the whole question of Article 11, the whole question of the measures for preserving the
status quo, which they were raising in the Committee. If the French delegation had not accepted
the British proposal, it was because it thought that the British proposal was not in keeping with
the real situation and the present state of opinion with regard to the scope of Article 11 of the
Covenant, and that consequently it might give rise to dangerous illusions.

At the present time, most Governments did not admit that the Council, in the case of
Article 11, could do anything else than put forward recommendations. It had lately been said
that in the case of a threat of war the Council might " order ". He did not think that that would
be the opinion of the League of Nations. If there were unanimous agreement on that point, they
would not have seen the German delegation come forward with proposals the definite object
of which was to establish new rules to reinforce the Covenant.

The German Government had said that its object was to reinforce the authority of the
Council which at present could only make recommendations. M. Unden had explained that
they were seeking to invest the Council with the right of taking steps to preserve the status quo.
Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had stated that they should not forget that the articles of the Covenant
as drafted seemed only to allow the Council to recommend to the parties that they should take
steps to preserve the status quo. The German delegation having proposed to go further than
this, the British delegation had taken a stand against these proposals, saying that they were
likely to place the State attacked in a difficult situation.

They should carefully consider the consequences of the British suggestion. Supposing
that a State were threatened, the Council would lay down that the two States should take steps
which, in its opinion, were likely to prevent an aggravation of the dispute, and it was proposed
that the Council should be enabled to add that financial assistance would be brought into play
against the State which disregarded the suggested measures. They must consider the terrible
responsibility to be borne by a threatened State against which preparations for aggression had
been made. The Council would lay down, for example, that troops should be withdrawn or
some other measures, without taking any steps to supervise or control. Would the threatened
State not be inclined to ask what would happen if the State that threatened it disregarded
the Council's injunctions ? Doubtless financial assistance was promised it. But was it promised
anything else ? What would be the situation if the other State did not observe the Council's
injunctions ? Could the threatened State simply trust in the Council's statements in order
to forgo the measures it had taken to defend itself ? Yes, it could do so if the Council, at the
same time as it prescribed the measures for preserving the status quo, undertook to see that these
measures were carried out and supervised in every respect. Here was a problem which went
far beyond the question under consideration, although both were intimately connected.

A loyal State should not be placed in too difficult a situation. The situation was difficult as


