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matters stood, because the question of the steps for preserving the status quo, as laid down in
Article 11, had not yet been entirely settled.

The situation would obviously be different if the two States both undertook in advance to
conform to the Council's decision. The matter would be still more different if, when studying
the question of measures for preserving the status quo, as the British delegation had suggested
in the Assembly, they succeeded in evolving some complete and coherent system for the adoption
of the measures for the maintenance of the status quo and the prevention of war. But in the present
circumstances it would be dangerous to deal with this delicate question from another standpoint.

If the Council, in case of a threat of war, could undertake responsibility for conservatory
measures and superintend their control and execution, the French Government would make
no difficulty. That was a line of policy it had always followed and represented the principles
on which was based the Protocol of 1924. M. Rutgers declared in his memorandum that the
Council should only order precautionary measures the execution of which it was in a position
to superintend.

If it were proposed that the Commission should take that line, the French delegation was
quite ready to follow, but it seemed to him difficult, in regard to financial assistance, to prejudge
the Commission's solution. It was not yet known whether there would be a majority in support
of the Council's right to control precautionary measures which it recommended and verify their
execution, or whether the Commission would prefer to allow matters to remain undefined as
at present.

It seemed to him that there were only two solutions: either to admit the necessity, for the
moment, of confining oneself to the examination of the question of financial assistance in case
of war and later on, on the basis of results, to proceed a further step, or else to accept the
incomplete solution of making financial assistance dependent on the agreement of the parties
concerned. There would certainly be cases in which the second solution would be applicable,
for there would be many disputes in which neither party was desirous of coming to blows, and
in that case the threat of action by the Council would be a powerful support to a Government
in danger of being stampeded by public opinion.

M. CORNEJO (Peru) wished to make certain general observations.
The idea of financial assistance for countries victims of aggression was very fine in itself.

The League of Nations took the victim's side and became the champion of the weak and the
upholder of justice.

But if the proposition were examined closely, one might ask whether it really represented
progress in favour of peace.

Suppose that war had broken out and financial help had been given. It would be dishearten-
ing to realise that war was tolerated, and that the League of Nations, whose voice was heard
by all the world, had been powerless to prevent it. In spite of all that the League had been
able to do, a strong Power, convinced of victory, had made a sudden attack on a weak Power.
One knows that the true cause of war is the conviction of victory. The least one would be able
to say if the League of Nations failed to prevent aggression was that it had lost moral authority,
which was its principal strength.

Should the role of the League of Nations be limited to giving financial help to the victim ?
Does money suffice for victory ? Failing comparative equality of strength, could financial
help alter the issue ? One had to remember past wars, which showed that money alone aid not
suffice. It was even possible that financial help might only serve to make a war last longer, without
altering its result.

The League of Nations confined itself to healing the wounds of the victim; he did not
consider that this attitude corresponded to the role generally attributed to the League of Nations.

If his country, a weak one, became the victim of aggression, he would not advise it to seek
financial help from the Council of the League of Nations. He would rather advise his country
to allow itself to be invaded, to wait until the great Power had occupied the country.

Of course, when war was made, it was with the object of achieving peace, but in order to
impose peace the consent of international opinion was necessary, and it was in this matter of
adjusting peace conditions that the role of the League of Nations would be most important
- above all, if the aggressor had ideas of conquest.

The Covenant, before the outlawry of war, accepted war. It was tolerated unless there was
unanimity in the Council. Naturally, in the case of a legal war, permissible under the Covenant,
financial help was conceivable, but since the Paris Pact matters had completely altered; the
door had been closed on war, and war was no longer legal. Consequently, all wars ought to be
prevented.

The speaker had had the honour of speaking before the League of Nations in favour of the
idea that the Paris Pact had brought about a complete change in international law by doing
away with neutrality. No nation now had the right to be neutral in presence of an aggression.
That was the reason, the speaker considered, that it was no longer possible to limit the duty
of the League of Nations to financial help.

There was one more question for consideration by the jurists of the Commission. That
was the question of unanimity. The nation which had made preparations for war and was
in a condition to launch an attack, which had been allowed to go its way until it was in a position
to invade a small nation, could always find one friend, one vote in its favour in the Council.
In such a case, in the absence of unanimity, the League of Nations would have to allow the
war to proceed and declare that it could do nothing.

Proposals had been made with a view to introducing modifications in the Covenant of the
League of Nations as a result of the Paris Pact. He imagined that the provisions regarding
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unanimity would be modified, as Articles 12 and 15 had been mentioned by the British
delegation and these were the articles in which the question of the vote was dealt with.

If one waited until war was declared, it was the complete bankruptcy of the whole system
in defence of peace. That was the reason why, without absolutely opposing a proposal which
represented the desire of the Commission to improve the chances of peace, the speaker wished
to invite the attention of the Commission to two points : the obligations imposed on the League
of Nations by the Paris Pact and the modifications which the principle of unanimity should
undergo as a result of this Pact.

The CHAIRMAN summed up the position. The two points of view had been explained and
consequently the Committee would either be called upon to decide by a majority vote in favour
of one or other of the proposals and the Sub-Committee would draw up a text based on the
principle which the Committee approved, or - although this would be somewhat difficult -
it might now arrive at a compromise. A third course would be to request the Sub-Committee
to submit in its report texts expounding both principles, so that the Committee would be in
a position to choose between them.

He added that the text submitted by the Sub-Committee should subsequently be referred
to the First Committee if adopted by the Third Committee. In these circumstances, it did
not appear to be possible for signatures to be appended to the Convention this year and the
Committee's task would have to be confined to pursuing the examination of the question of
principle as far as possible.

M. POLITIS (Greece) pointed out that the Committee was now called upon to decide questions
which went beyond financial assistance. Personally, after hearing the two proposals discussed
by the Sub-Committee, he found it impossible to come to any decision.

Moreover, it would be futile to ask a Sub-Committee to elaborate the two proposals
because the question was too complicated and, before it could be settled, all possible
contingencies would have to be examined.

In particular, in the case of financial assistance granted, consequent upon the Council's
decision, by the other States to a country threatened with aggression, the question of the
status of the aggressor would have to be considered ; the latter might not be a Member of the
League of Nations: again, this State might be a Member of the League and not have signed
the Convention for Financial Assistance, or it might be a Member of the League and have
signed that Convention. A different solution of the problem would be required in each case.

If the two parties to the dispute were Members of the League of Nations and had
signed the Convention, he could agree that, under the actual terms of the Convention, there
was the preliminary agreement desired by the French delegation - there was an implicit
agreement between the two parties to conform to the directions of the Council, since they would
have recognised the Council's competence, even in the case of threat of war, to give financial
assistance to the adversary of the party not conforming to its instructions. This example
showed the number of different cases that might arise.

Another question which exceeded the scope of the discussion was the extent to which
the Council was competent to give instructions, to follow up their execution and in what way
it could decide from the attitude of the parties in favour of one or other of them. This question
was not one which could be hastily settled.

The work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security had emphasised the preventive
value of Article 11. If this article were acted upon by the Council, as it could and should do,
the aggressor could easily be determined. At the same time, while the Council could
recommend measures for safeguarding peace, it was impossible for it not to know whether
its recommendations had been carried out and not to follow the attitude of the parties by
means of organs in which it had every confidence.

In this connection, he would refer to the Greco-Bulgarian incident of 1925, when the
Council enjoined the parties to cease their military preparations and the party which had
invaded the territory of the other party to withdraw its forces: the parties obeyed, but the
Council only knew that, because it instructed its representatives to follow up events on the
spot. If its injunctions had not been complied with, it would have been in a position
immediately to state which party had disobeyed those injunctions.

Consequently, if it were the duty of the Council, when peace was endangered, to recommend
to the parties certain precautionary measures, it should be in a position to watch their attitude,
and the very fact that the Council was authorised to give instructions implied that it was
empowered to exercise supervision.

If there were any doubts on this matter and the legitimate anxieties of certain States
needed to be allayed, the necessary formula could not be found all in a moment. He was there-
fore of opinion that time for reflection should be allowed, and proposed that the question
should be studied by a permanent organ, such as the Committee on Arbitration and Security,
which should examine all the various contingencies and discover a text satisfactory to everybody.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that M. Politis and M. Massigli had
both raised a point which, with the greatest respect, he considered was not really raised in the
discussion - namely, the question of control. Whether they adopted the French hypothesis
or the British, there was no provision for control. In the French hypothesis there was an agree-
ment between the parties, but, supposing one of the parties broke this agreement, there was
no provision for control or supervision. The question of supervision or control was very
important, but it did not arise. In regard to it, he reminded M. Politis of the terms of the
report approved by the Council regarding the application of Article 11 (document C. 169.
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1927. IX). In this report there was an express suggestion made to the Council that it should
establish supervision wherever it could. He read the following extract from this report:

"III (e) In order to satisfy itself of the way in which these measures have been carried
out and to keep itself informed of the course of events, the Council may think it desirable
to send representatives to the locality of the dispute. The Secretary-General, duly autho-
rised by the Council, would keep lists of experts - political, economic, military, etc. -
on the basis of lists supplied by the States Members of the League and of applications
for employment submitted direct to him. These lists, classified according to categories,
would be held by the Secretary-General at the disposal of the Council, which, in case of
crisis, would thus have names of suitable experts before it. The Council may also have
recourse in this connection to diplomatic personages stationed in the neighbourhood who
belong to States not parties to the dispute."

He thought that was as far as it was possible to go. It was not possible to compel a
country to receive representatives of the Council except by the operation of Article 16, or
some such article which would or would not apply according to the circumstances of the case.
He thought it worth while to bear in mind the terms of this report to see how far the Council
and the Assembly accepted the principle of control. They accepted the idea of sanctions if
the recommendations of the Council were not accepted; vide the following paragraphs
of the same report:

" III (f) Should any of the parties to the dispute disregard the advice or recommen-
dations of the Council, the Council will consider the measures to be taken. It may manifest
its formal disapproval. It may also recommend to its Members to withdraw all their
diplomatic representatives accredited to the State in question, or certain categories of
them. It may also recommend other measures of a more serious character.

"III (g) If the State in default still persists in its hostile preparations or action, further
warning measures may be taken, such as a naval demonstration. Naval demonstrations
have been employed for such a purpose in the past. It is possible that air demonstrations
might within reasonable limits be employed. Other measures may be found suitable
according to the circumstances of each case."

He agreed that it was all in the form of suggestion rather than direction. He did not wish
to overstate his case and to go further in this instance by giving power to the Council to act,
but he did not think it really went beyond the principle which had already been established,
so far as it could be, by the unanimous agreement of the Council and the Assembly.

Further, he said that M. Politis had suggested that different regulations might possibly
apply in the case where one party was or was not a Member of the League or had or had not
accepted the Convention. So far as he was concerned, he was ready to examine any such
proposal, but he did ask M. Politis to consider carefully what he was suggesting. He had a
profound repugnance to setting up a system of sanctions that would apply to the relatively
good Powers, which had already accepted the Covenant and the Convention or, according
to the French proposal, had agreed to accept the directions of the Council, but would not apply
to the relatively bad Powers, which had done none of these things. It seemed an injustice
fundamentally to make such a distinction, and an injustice ought not to be the basis of any
action which the League took.

With reference to M. Politis's suggestion regarding procedure, that the question should
be referred to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, he did not want it always to be said
that, whenever a Committee was in difficulty, it adjourned its decision and referred the matter
to some other body. He thought it would be far better for the Committee to do its best to reach
a solution. It was not suggested that such a solution would come into force during the present
year; there would be a year's delay, in which the Council or Assembly - or anybody else - might
obtain further information if they so desired. The broad question had, after all, been' very
fully debated in this Committee, also before the Financial Committee and elsewhere, and he
thought it ought to be possible for the Third Committee to arrive at a provisional decision.
He personally preferred the suggestion made by the Chairman that the Sub-Committee should
be requested to draw up two alternative schemes. It might be possible, in the Sub-Committee,
to arrive at a solution, although at the moment he did not see any prospect of doing so. In
any event, he thought the Third Committee should go on and not hand the question over to
another body. The question before them was at the base of the whole Convention, and, if it
were handed over to another body, it would be impossible for the Third Committee to do anything
with the Convention at all. He did not know whether M. Politis contemplated that the Third
Committee should continue to consider the Convention, but Lord Cecil doubted the desirability
of doing so before a decision on this fundamental question had been reached.

He begged M. Politis to consider his suggestions.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) repeated that he very much doubted the possibility of
affording financial assistance before war had actually broken out. If there were to be any
question of choosing between the various proposals, he would remind the Committee that
the German delegation had suggested that the Council should limit itself to promising financial
assistance in the event of a threat of war.

As regards the substance of the question, he agreed with M. Massigli that the current
interpretation of Article 11 did not allow of sanctions being imposed in virtue of that article.
Sanctions were only provided for under Article 16. In the document referred to by Lord
Cecil, the measures proposed were demonstrative measures. In the situation contemplated
by Article 11, it was necessary for the Council to have full liberty to reconcile the parties, and
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this liberty would be restricted by a decision to grant financial assistance. Moreover, the
attitude of the parties might change in the course of events, and the party which originally
refused to accept the Council's recommendations might later adopt a more pacific attitude
than the other. The State which had received assistance might change its attitude after
having obtained League of Nations support. The risk of war might thus be increased. It was
therefore necessary to act with the greatest prudence in endeavouring to settle this question.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he had no preference as regards the question of procedure,
although the method which appeared to be the most rapid might not prove so in practice.

The British delegate had just observed that in the French proposal there was no provision
for supervision of the Council's recommendations. He did not think that was so. According
to the French hypothesis, under which the agreement of the parties was presumed, the
threatened party, which had applied to the Council, would state that it was prepared to accept
the latter's recommendations provided that its adversary was also placed under supervision.

The indications regarding Article 11 of the Covenant were a valuable guide to the Council,
but did not bind any Member of the League of Nations. It was not known whether a State
could not refuse to receive the committees of enquiry in question on its territory.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) stated, with regard to the remarks of Count Bernstorff, who had
expressed the view that financial assistance given under the provisions of Article 11 of the
Covenant was a sanction, that this article did not provide for any sanctions, and that, as a
matter of fact, financial assistance had to be looked upon above all as a compensation for the
reduction in armaments.

The CHAIRMAN observed that the questions of principle which had been raised were of the
utmost importance. Difficulties had arisen, but he did not think they would prevent the
examination of the remainder of the Convention. The Committee might ask the Sub-Committee
to draw up a provisional text to be dealt with at the close of the discussion.

The Sub-Committee would also deal with Article 1 (a) submitted by the French
delegation.

This proposal was adopted.
Article 2.

"The financial assistance of the High Contracting Parties shall take the form of
ordinary guarantees and special guarantees covering, as below provided, the service of
loans (which term shall include short-term credits) contracted in accordance with the
present Convention."

Article 2 was agreed to without remark.

Article 3.

"For the purposes of the present Convention, the service of a loan comprises the sums
payable in each year for interest and amortisation, under the terms of the loan contracts.

Article 4.

" No loan contracted under the present Convention shall be for a period exceeding
thirty years. In order to facilitate, so soon as circumstances permit, the discharge of
the ordinary guarantor and special guarantor Governments from their obligations in
regard to the loan, a Government contracting a loan under this Convention shall, if possible,
reserve the right to repay it before the end of its full period of maturity."

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) said that he had drawn the Committee's attention to the advisability
of providing in Article 3 that a sinking fund, with payments graduated throughout the whole
period contemplated, should be created for each loan.

The CHAIRMAN thought that this question might more appropriately be discussed in
connection with Article 6.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) agreed to this proposal. The Committee might see later whether
the provisions adopted could be transferred to Article 3.

Articles 3 and 4 were adopted.
Article 5.

" Each High Contracting Party hereby undertakes and recognises that the
Governments of the territories for which he becomes a party to the present Convention
severally guarantee as ordinary guarantors, to the extent and in the manner set out in
the following articles, the due payment of the annual service of the loans which are
contracted in accordance with the Convention. The said ordinary guarantees attach
to each loan in virtue of the present Convention from the moment at which the loan is
authorised, without any further action or consent on the part of the guarantor Government."

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Portuguese delegation had asked, in regard to Article 5,
whether the guarantees of the ordinary and special guarantors should be secured by the
assignment of special revenues.
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M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) pointed out that the authors
of the draft Convention for Financial Assistance had only considered a general guarantee to
be given by the various States. The Financial Committee had not thought it desirable to ask
States to provide any real guarantees.

The CHAIRMAN said he eshared this opinion and thought that the Committee would agree
to adopt the text as it stood.

Article 5 was adopted.
Article 6.

1. Subject to the provisions of Article 18 regarding payment of interest in the
event of default, the annual liability which can fall to the charge of any Government
in the capacity of an ordina y guarantor, in respect of dit all the loans contracted in accordance
with the present Convention, is limited to a maximum. This maximum shall be a sum
bearing the same proportion tomillion gold francs as the contribution to
the League's expenses payable by the Government, under the scale of allocation applicable
on the date of the entry into force of this Convention, bears to the total contributions
due from all the Members of the League.

" 2. The Council shall, as soon as possible, notify to the various Governments the
maximum annual liabilities which result for them from the provisions of paragraph 1. "

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the delegate of India had asked that the
guarantee to be afforded by India should be calculated on the scale existing at the time of
the application of the Convention.

Sir Ewart GREAVES (India) reminded the Committee of the terms upon which India was
prepared to adhere to the Convention. An amendment to Article 6 had been prepared so as to
bring this article into line with these terms, whereby it was proposed to substitute, at the
end of paragraph 1, the date of the flotation of the loan for the dae of the entry
into force of the Convention. This had been discussed with Sir Henry Strakosch, who had
thought that, as drafted, it might affect loans already issued. That was not the intention
of the Government of India. Sir Henry Strakosch suggested that it would probably be better
not to amend the article, but that India should sign with a reservation, to be contained in
a Protocol which, of course, would have to obtain the assent of the other Members of the League
of Nations which had signed the Convention. India was prepared to accept this suggestion.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) drew the Committee's attention
to the importance of Article 6, which included an undertaking on thee ed part of all the contracting
parties to guarantee the service of the loans. From the financial point of view, it was impossible
to admit that guarantees thus given should be open to modification in accordance with the
fluctuations of the credit and financial capacity of each State. The undertaking ought to
be final and to last as long as the Convention remained in existence. The amounts of the
guarantees, as defined according to the contribution of each State Member of the League of
Nations at the time of the signature of he of Convention, were definite amounts.

They might extend the system originally proposed by the delegate of India to all States.
In that case, they would have a Convention of no financial value whatsoever in view of the
uncertainty of the manner in which it would work.

The Indian delegate's proposal to make a reservation which, if admitted by the other
delegates, would allow his country's contribution to be modified to a certain extent could
not be approved by the Financial Committee, for in the Financial Committee's opinion such
a proposal would be open to very serious objections. He therefore hoped that India, after
reconsideration of the question, would agree to the text of Article 6 as at present drafted.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that M. de Chalendar had explained the importance of the
technical side of this question of principle and how dangerous it might be to provide for an
exception which might become general, with the result that the financial framework would
become extremely fragile from the technical point of view.

He therefore saw no other solution than to ask therefore th th delegate of India to agree with M. de
Chalendar's views.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said that, iccin connection with the provisions of Articles 6 and 9 of the
draft Convention, he would wish to remind them that the scale for the allocation of contributions
to the League of Nations at present in force was only provisional and that a special Committee
was considering steps for its revision. The results of the work of this Committee permitted
them to suppose that, until the 1932 Assembly, the present scale would still be in force. He
therefore thought it possible that, at the date of the coming into force of the Convention for
Financial Assistance, the present scale, which was generally considered imperfect, would serve
as a basis for allocating the amounts of the guarantees provided in the Convention. That
would not be a very satisfactory state of affairs. He therefore thought that it would be
advisable to discuss in the Committee the possibility of discovering a better solution.

He wondered whether the Committee for the Allocation of Contributions could not expedite
its work in order that a more equitable scale than the present one might be taken as a basis
at the time of the coming into force of the Convention if the Convention were approved before
the 1932 Assembly. He suggested that they might possibly communicate this observation
to the Committee for the Allocation of Contributions and thus meet the delegate of India's
wishes.
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Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) asked whether a solution could not be
found by making the date on which the liability of the various countries was settled, not the
entry into force of the Convention, but the issue of any particular loan. He thought this
the better solution because otherwise, if the Convention came into force next year, and the
United States subsequently became a Member of the League, they would be free from any
liability. Similarly, if some country became richer or poorer, the allocation would be changed.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) replied that the question was
one of those technical points which ought to be referred back to the Financial Committee.

Article 6 laid down a maximum scale of liabilities. These represented the highest limits
that the Council could not exceed when, on the technical advice of the Financial Committee,
it came to fix the amount of each loan. This maximum covered not only one given loan, but
all loans which might be floated under the Convention. It was important for Parliaments,
which had to ratify the Convention, to know the exact maximum amounts for which they were
liable under the Convention. If they were to consider variations of this maximum, Parliaments
would experience great difficulty in approving the Convention. It was in view of that necessity
- both political and financial - that Article 6 had been drawn up. He therefore asked them
not to change the text without most careful consideration.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) supported M. de Chalendar's observations, mainly in view of the fact
that the maximum referred to was intended to cover all the loans to be contracted.

He nevertheless thought that they should also make provision for the case outlined by
Lord Cecil, i.e., that of a State becoming a Member of the League of Nations atter the Convention
had come into force. In that regard, he wondered whether it would not be advisable to add
to the text of Article 6 the following words

" Nevertheless, if a State become a Member of the League of Nations after the date
of the coming into force of this Convention, it shall be bound to pay a maximum propor-
tionate to the figures of the scale applicable to it."

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee), in reply to M. Tumedei, said
that they would certainly be very glad to see an important country from a financial point of
view, and whose contribution to the loan would be an appreciable one, accede to the Convention.
But what was laid down in Article 6 was an individual maximum and not a maximum for
the total amount of the loans. The fact of the accession to the Convention of a financially
important State would therefore be to increase the Convention's loan-issuing capacity and the
individual maximum of that State would be determined according to its contribution to the
League of Nations.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) thought that, in that case, it would be important to state the fact,
since it was laid down that every country should pay a sum proportionate to the scale of
contribution applicable on the date of the coming into force of the Convention. If a State
became a Member of the League of Nations afte the date of the coming into force of the
Convention, that scale would not be applicable to it. It was therefore absolutely necessary
to state that there would be a scale applicable to that State.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) did not thinkta that they needed to modify the article in
order to satisfy the Indian and Italian delegations. It would be sufficient for the representative
of the Financial Committee to make a statement.

Article 6 indicated the maximum sum which might be claimed and not the exact sum
which each State would pay in each loan eventually issued. Whenever it was decided to issue
a loan, the share of each State in the payment of that loan would be in proportion to the amount
it then paid to the League of Nations, and this amount could never exceed the fixed maximum.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, in view of the technical aspect of the question, the Financial
Committee was the proper body -to examine M. Tumedei's suggestion.

With regard to Article 6, there was also the suggestion of the German delegation, which
held that the amount of 100,000,000 gold francs, given as an example in the " Expose des
Motifs ", was too high. That was a question which would arise at the end of their discussions,
which the Financial Committee would consider, and which therefore did not call for a decision
there and then.

Finally, the Portuguese delegate raised the same question as the Indian delegation.

The proposals in connection with Article 6 were referred to the Financial Committee.

Article 7.

" Subject to the provisions of Article 10, a High Contracting Party may accept the
obligations of a special guarantor in respect of the Government of any of its territories.
Such Government is thereby constituted a special guarantor, and the guarantee which
it accords to loans to be contracted in accordance with the present Convention shall be
a special guarantee within the meaning of the present Convention, without any further
action or consent on the part of the Government.

Article 8.

" The special guarantees are created for the purpose of strengthening the security
on which a loan contracted in accordance with the present Convention is issued by ensuring



-47

that the service of such loan shall be guaranteed for its full amount, not merely by all
the guaranteeing Governments as ordinary guarantors, but also by a small number of
Governments which, as special guarantors, will bear, within the limits of their special
guarantees, the risk of any delay in the payment of the amounts due from any of the
othei Governments as ordinary guarantors. The amount covered by each special guarantee
accordingly includes the amount of the Government's liability as an ordinary guarantor
together with an additional amount, and it is determined, as provided below, in such
manner that the total of the additional amounts thus guaranteed by the special guarantor
Governments will equal the total amount guaranteed by the Governments which are
ordinary guarantors only. In the event of a default by the borrowing Government on
the service of the loan, the total amount covered by a special guarantee is payable in full,
but the sum paid by a special guarantor Government in excess of its liability as an ordinary
guarantor is reimbursable, after the service has been met, out of the balance of the amounts
collected from the guaranteeing Governments.

Article 9.

1. Subject to the provisions of Article 18 regarding the payment of interest in
the event of default, the annual liability which may fall to the charge of any special
guarantor Government in respect of all the loans contracted in accordance with the present
Convention is limited to a maximum which includes the Government's obligation as an
ordinary guarantor and the additional amount covered by its special guarantee. This
maximum shall be determined by dividing the sum total of the maximum obligations
of all the Governments, as ordinary guarantors, among the special guarantor Governments
in proportion to the contributions due from them to the expenses of the League of Nations
under the scale of allocation applicable on the date of entry into force of the present
Convention.

" 2. The said maximum liabilities of the special guarantor Governments shall be
notified to them by the Council of the League of Nations as soon as possible. They shall be
revised by the Council, in the event of any change in the number of Governments which
are ordinary guarantors or of those which are special guarantors, as soon as possible after
such change has occurred.

Article 10.

"The following Governments may be special guarantors under the present Convention:

"(a) The Governments of permanent Members of the Council of the League
of Nations

"(b) The Governments of other Members of the League which are unanimously
invited to become special guarantors by those Governments which themselves are
special guarantors. Such invitation may be given either before or after the entry
into force of the Convention.

"Acceptance of the obligations of a special guarantor may be intimated at the moment
of signature or at that of ratification or at the moment of accession to the Convention,
or subsequently by a declaration in writing deposited with the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations, who shall notify such acceptance to all the Members of the League.

Article 11.

" The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall send to the Trustees provided
for in Article 12 a certified true copy of each notification of its maximum liability made
to a Government in execution of Article 6 or Article 9. "

Articles 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were adopted without remark.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the articles had been adopted by the Committee subject
to the reservation that they might have to be modified in the light of amendments made to
other articles of the Convention.

11. Composition of the Sub-Committee appointed to draft Article 1.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Vice-Chairman, said that it would be desirable for Count Bernstorff
to assist in the meetings of this Sub-Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) supported this proposal.
The proposal was adopted.

(The meeting rose at 1 p.m.)
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SIXTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, September 17th, 1929, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

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

Article 12.

" 1. Upon the entry into force of the present Convention, the Council of the League
of Nations shall appoint five persons to act as Trustees of loans contracted in accordance
with the Convention. The Trustees shall be nationals of the Swiss Confederation and
habitually resident in Switzerland.

" 2. (a) The Trustees shall be appointed for periods of five years. At the end
of their term of office, they may be reappointed for the like or any less period. A Trustee
may at any time resign on giving three months' previous notice in writing to the Council
of the League of Nations.

" (b) The Council of the League of Nations may at any time remove a Trustee.

"(c) In the event of a vacancy occurring for any reason in the office of Trustee,
the Council of the League of Nations shall without delay appoint another Trustee. If,
in his opinion, it is necessary to do so, the Acting President of the Council may appoint
a person to act until the vacancy is filled by the Council.

" 3. (1) The Trustees shall appoint from their number a Chairman and Deputy-
Chairman and draw up their rules of procedure subject to the provisions of the present
Convention. Except in the case mentioned in Article 15, paragraph 1, meetings shall
be convened by the Chairman, or, if he is unable to act, by the Deputy-Chairman.

"(2) Three Trustees shall constitute a quorum. All decisions may be taken by a
majority; in case of equality of votes, the presiding Trustee shall have a casting vote.

" (3) The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall be entitled to be present
or be represented at all meetings of the Trustees.

"(4) The expenses incurred by the Trustees in executing their functions in connection
with any loan and such honoraria for the performance of those functions as may be fixed
by the Council of the League of Nations shall be paid by the borrowing Government.

"(5) The Council of the League of Nations may advance to the Trustees the amounts
referred to in paragraph (4); any sum so advanced shall be repaid to the League by the
borrowing Government.

" (6) No Trustee shall incur any personal liability in the execution of his functions
as Trustee, except for a breach of his duties knowingly and intentionally committed by
him.

" (7) The Trustees shall report annually to the Council of the League of Nations
upon the execution of their functions as Trustees of each loan contracted in accordance
with the present Convention ; they shall be entitled at any time to bring to the attention
of the Council any difficulties experienced by them in performing such functions. "

The CHAIRMAN said tat rn laion roed mk that he e e necessary drafting
amendments to Article 12 to enable the Council, as soon as the Convention came into force,
or subsequently, to appoint any body which might appear suitable to discharge the functions
provided for in that article.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he merely wished to propose that the suggestion should
be referred to the Financial Committee, which would, if necessary, bear it in mind ; a precise
wording might prove inadvisable.

The suggestion submitted by the French delegation was referred to the Financial Committee.

M. KELLER (Switzerland) said that he would like to make clear the Swiss Government's
attitude with regard to the draft as a whole, and, in particular, with regard to Article 12, which
provided for the appointment of nationals of the Swiss Confederation habitually resident in
Switzerland as trustees, and Article 15, providing for the possible co-operation of the
National Bank of Switzerland.
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The Swiss Government had carefully examined the Financial Committee's draft, which
was designed to strengthen the guarantees of security provided by the Covenant and thus
contribute to the maintenance of peace. As the draft had already undergone important
modifications, the Swiss Federal Council must reserve its right to reconsider the Convention
in all its aspects.

Considerations might arise owing to the special situation of Switzerland in the League
of Nations, which would prevent that country from finally acceding to the proposed Convention;
in that case, the National Bank of Switzerland, whose co-operation was provided for under
Article 15 of the draft, would prefer to take no part in the scheme.

As regards the trustees mentioned in Article 12, who were to be of Swiss nationality,
the Federal Government would naturally have no objection to their co-operating in any case
with the League of Nations. Nevertheless, the Committee was quite at liberty to adopt some
other arrangement, as Switzerland had not yet decided what her final attitude in regard to
this question would be.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) replied that the trustees would
be called upon to act with all possible speed and to hold a meeting as soon as there was any
question of issuing a loan. That was why the Financial Committee had thought to designate
Swiss nationals, who could meet together at Geneva without delay. He thought, therefore,
that -the Committee would be well advised to adhere to the proposal to appoint Swiss nationals
as trustees.

As regards the co-operation of the National Bank of Switzerland, the Financial Committee
would examine this question in the light of the statement which had just been made.

The CHAIRMAN said that this was a technical question and not one of principle. He
was of opinion that the Committee could maintain the proposed text subject to further
examination by the Financial Committee.

This proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Portuguese delegation had submitted the following
observation with regard to Article 12:

" Should the abstention imposed by paragraph 3 of Article 26 on guarantor Members be
maintained, would it not be reasonable to include among the trustees a representative
of those Members whose liabilities are greatest ?"

The scope of this latter wording was not so wide as the original text submitted by the
Portuguese delegation, to the effect that trustees should consist of nationals of the guarantor
Members not represented on the Council. M. de Chalendar's explanation applied also to
this observation.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy), referring to paragraph 3 (6), which concerned the liability of trustees,
agreed that the latter would incur no liability except for a consciously and intentionally
committed breach of their duties; he did not think, however, that these trustees should be
exempted from all liability in the case of a serious error.

It was decided to refer the observation submitted by the Italian delegation to the Financial
Committee.

The CHAIRMAN recalled to the Committee the German delegation's suggestion, to the
effect that:

" The provision according to which the Council may at any time remove a trustee
seems inadvisable if the high importance and the character of the trustees be taken into
consideration. "

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) replied that, in the first place,
the independence of trustees should be safeguarded from any abuse of power on the part of
the Council, however improbable such abuse might appear to be; on the other hand,
circumstances might arise which might make a trustee's removal necessary: for instance,
he might become insane or, as a financier, be overtaken by some unforeseen misfortune.

It was obvious that the Council would not use its right to remove a trustee except in
justifiable circumstances.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) asked M. de Chalendar whether it would
not be better in this case to provide that the decision of the Council should be unanimous,
and not by a majority. In the case instanced, everybody would feel the necessity of
removing the trustee, and, unless everybody was so minded, he doubted whether it would be
desirable to do it.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) agreed to this amendment and added that, in any case,
this provision, like the rest, would have to be re-examined.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that he would not oppose
Lord Cecil's amendment; he would, however, ask for it to be referred to the Financial
Committee, so that unanimous agreement might be obtained.

This proposal was adopted.
4
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Article 13.

" 1. Where the Council of the League of Nations decides, in virtue of Article 1, that
a High Contracting Party shall receive financial assistance under the present Convention,
it shall authorise the Government of such High Contracting Party to issue a loan enjoying
the ordinary guarantees and the special guarantees resulting from the Convention. The
Governments of those High Contracting Parties whom the Council declares to be involved
in the war or threat of war shall be excluded from being guarantors. The Council may
exclude the ordinary guarantee or special guarantee of any Government if, in its opinion,
it would not be desirable that such ordinary guarantee or special guarantee should attach
to the loan.

"2. (a) The maximum sum to which the service of the loan may amount in each
year shall be fixed by the Council. The sum fixed by the Council shall be expressed in
gold francs as defined in Article 24, and, for the purpose of determining the sum to which
the service may amount in the currencies in which the loan is actually contracted, those
currencies shall be treated as being at the moment of signature of the loan contracts on
the legal parity with gold.

"(b) The annual sum fixed for the service of the loan in any year shall not exceed
the amount which can be covered by special as well as by ordinary guarantees without
imposing on any Government a liability in excess of the maximum fixed by the present
Convention.

"(c) The amount for each year of each Government's liability as an ordinary
guarantor shall be determined by dividing the service of the loan among all the guaranteeing
Governments in the proportion of their maximum possible annual liabilities as ordinary
guarantors under this Convention, as fixed by Article 6. The total amount covered by
each special guarantee shall be determined by dividing the said service among the special
guarantor Governments in the proportion of their maximum possible annual liabilities
as special guarantors as fixed by Article 9. For the purpose, however, of simplifying
the application of the special guarantees, the Council, with the consent of the special
guarantor Governments whose liabilities are affected, may make minor fractional adjust-
ments of the percentages attributable to the special guarantor Governments to the extent
necessary to convert such percentages into convenient whole numbers.

" 3. For the purpose of the preceding provisions, no account shall be taken of the
liability for interest which may result under the provisions of Article 18 from a default
by a Government in meeting its obligations as an ordinary or as a special guarantor."

The CHAIRMAN read the following amendment of paragraph 1, submitted by the French
delegation:

"Where the Council recognises, in virtue of Article 1, that a High Contracting Party
should receive financial assistance under the present Convention, it shall authorise the
Government of such High Contracting Party to issue a loan enjoying the ordinary
guarantees and the special guarantees resulting from the Convention. The Council may
exclude the ordinary guarantee or special guarantee of the Government of a High
Contracting Party if, in its opinion, it would not be desirable, in the interest of the success
of the loan, that such ordinary guarantee or special guarantee should attach to the loan."

M. MASSIGLI (France) explained that the amendment was, first, a matter of form to replace
the word " decides " in the first line by the word " recognises ", in accordance with the French
delegation's views regarding the Council's obligation to afford financial assistance in case of
war. Nevertheless, he did not insist on this question of form.

The second part referred to the designation of the States to be excluded by the Council
from the guarantee. The present text, which excluded States involved in the dispute from
participating in the guarantee, was too rigid, and the Council should be in a position, if necessary,
to make use of the guarantee of a financially strong Power, even if that Power could be implicated
in the war or threat of war.

Finally, as regards the last sentence of paragraph 1, the French delegation understood
that it was the Financial Committee's intention to empower the Council to exclude from the
guarantee, in the interests of the loan, such-and-such a Power. It was necessary, however,
to put this more clearly and that was what the French delegation had endeavoured to do.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) thought that the addition to
the last sentence of the text made by the French delegation's proposal was quite in harmony
with the Financial Committee's views, because it was precisely for the purpose of ensuring the
success of the loan that this Committee had considered the possibility of excluding certain
Powers participating in the Convention.

As regards the second part of the amendment suggested by the French delegation, the
problems raised were more complicated and more serious, and he would like the suggestion
to be examined by the Financial Committee.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) said that he would like the decision concerning the French delegation's
amendment with reference to the substitution of the word " decides " by the word " recognises "
to be postponed, because that amendment was connected with Article 1 of the Convention.
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If the French delegation's proposal with reference to Article 1 were adopted, it would be logical
to make this substitution.

The CHAIRMAN concurred in the Italian delegate's observation, which also applied to other
articles.

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) suggested that there should be two classes of signatories,
one the class which adopted the Convention and could be counted upon in making up the loan,
and the other the class which would comprise those which adhered to the same principle as
that to which his Government adhered, and which, after knowing the decision of the Council
as to the aggrieved party and consequently the party to which the loan should go, and in agree-
ment with that decision, came in as contributors to the loan.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that he had listened with
much interest to Sir George Foster's observations and thought that Sir George was under
a misapprehension as to the essential principle underlying the Convention, which was that all
the signatories should be bound in advance by the Convention and that it should work auto-
matically- in fact, the signatories to the Convention would give to the Council what amounted
to a blank cheque.

The idea which the Canadian delegate had in mind was quite a different one. Sir George
Foster suggested that there should be two classes of States participating in the Convention -
one class would give a blank cheque to the Council and would automatically participate in
financial assistance, while the other class, while acceding to the Convention, would simply
be " in sympathy " with it and would reserve to their Parliaments the right to determine the
aggressor. This second class of signatories could not be regarded as properly participating
in the Convention.

Nevertheless, Sir George Foster's suggestion was of value, because there might be a certain
number of non-signatory States remaining outside the Convention which might, in certain
cases, contribute to the proposed loan. This was, moreover, provided for under Article 22,
which referred to the guarantees of States participating in the Convention although not Members
of the League of Nations.

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. de Chalendar's explicit statement showed that Sir George
Foster's suggestion might become an obstacle to the working of the Convention ; however,
it would probably satisfy Sir George if reference were made in the text to the case of States
Members of the League of Nations not participating in the Convention.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he regarded Sir George Foster's suggestion with considerable
alarm, because it might offer a temptation, not to Governments but to Parliaments, to say:
" Let us wait until the Convention comes into force and then we will see what we will do ".

The CHAIRMAN agreed that what M. Massigli had just said was true. It would therefore
be better to adhere to the text.

The Chairman read an amendment submitted by the Swedish delegation which proposed
to insert in the first paragraph, after the words " shall authorise the Government ", the words
" or any other competent authority ". The Swedish delegation explained that this modifi-
cation was necessary in view of the Swedish Constitutional laws under which loans are issued
by a special authority.

Article 13 with this amendment was adopted.

Article 14.

" 1. The Council shall require that the conditions and terms of issue of a loan
contracted in accordance with the present Convention, that is to say, inter alia, the method
of issue, the securities (if any) on which the loan is raised, the issue price, the rate of
interest, the amortisation (including any stipulations as to repayment before maturity),
the expenses of issue, negotiation and delivery, and the currency or currencies in which the
loan is issued, shall be submitted for approval to it or to a person or persons appointed
by it for the purpose. As provided in Article 13, paragraph 2, the currency or currencies
in which the loan is issued and in which its service is payable shall, for the purpose of
determining the maximum to which the service may amount, in every case be treated as
being at the moment of signature of the loan contracts on the legal parity with gold. The
arrangement made by the Council with the borrowing Government in question shall be
embodied in a Protocol duly accepted by the latter.

" 2. The loan shall not possess the ordinary guarantees and special guarantees
resulting from the Convention unless the contracts relating to it shall have been certified
in writing by a person or persons appointed by the Council (such persons, if more than one,
acting by a majority if unanimity is not secured) to be in conformity with the decisions
of the Council and the Protocol provided for by paragraph 1 above and the provisions of
the present Convention. A signed duplicate of the certificate shall be delivered to the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations for communication to the Trustees, together
with copies of each contract authenticated by the borrowing Government in sufficient
number to enable him to send one to each Trustee.
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"3. The following provisions shall be obligatory in all cases:

"(a). The Trustees appointed under the present Convention, acting as provided
therein, shall be Trustees of the loan for all purposes for which Trustees are appointed,
and in particular shall make all payments for interest or amortisation due on the loan out
of the funds supplied by the borrowing Government or, in the event of its default, by the
Governments guaranteeing the loan as special or ordinary guarantors.

"(b) Except in the case of short-term credits of a currency not exceeding two years,
a reserve shall be constituted in the hands of the Trustees by the direct transfer to them
by the issuing houses out of the yield of the loan of an amount sufficient to pay one-half
of the annual service of the loan as issued. Any sums drawn from this reserve by the
Trustees shall immediately be refunded to them by the borrowing Government.

"(c) The borrowing Government shall provide the Trustees with the funds necessary
to meet the service of the loan in time of war as well as in time of peace. Such remittances
shall be in the hands of the Trustees not later than thirty days before each payment falls
due."

The CHAIRMAN read the following observation submitted by the Netherlands delegation:

" It would be desirable to embody in the draft Convention certain rules designed to
secure an international control over the service of amortisation of, and the payment of
interest on, the loan."

He added that this suggestion also referred to Article 17.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) pointed out that this suggestion was based on the procedure
followed in regard to the financial reconstruction of Austria. Such international control was
extremely desirable.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) agreed that M. Loudon's
suggestion had been considered and discussed at length by the Financial Committee. The
question had been asked whether it would not be desirable, in the case of a loan contracted under
the Convention, that there should always be some sort of international supervision over the
employment of the funds, and especially over the general finances of the State contracting the
loan, so as to increase the security given to guarantor States.

The Financial Committee had considered that in certain cases it might be very difficult for
the borrowing Government to agree to the supervision in question. The Financial Committee
had accordingly inserted in Article 14 the last sentence of paragraph 1, which read: " The
arrangement made by the Council with the borrowing Government in question shall be embodied
in a Protocol duly accepted by the latter ". In the opinion of the Financial Committee, this
protocol would make the Netherlands delegate's suggestion more elastic by enabling the extent
of the control established, when the loan was granted, to be determined. If the members of the
Committee called to mind the various loans concluded under the auspices of the League, they
would remember that these loans had always been contracted by virtue of a protocol drawn up
by the Financial Committee in agreement with the borrowing Government. The Financial
Committee therefore desired the text inserted in the draft Convention to remain unchanged.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said that he would not press the matter, but expressed the hope
that the Financial Committee would re-examine this question, which, in the eyes of his Govern-
ment, was of very great importance.

M. POLITIS (Greece) said that he wished to make a general observation, although Article 14
might not perhaps be the right place for it. On reading over the draft Convention, he had been
struck by the fact that it contained no clause providing for any supervision over the employment
of the funds by the borrowing State. The experience of the last war had shown that, in the case
of loans contracted by certain States, with more or less effective assistance, whether they were
guaranteed by other States or not, the employment of the funds had to be subjected to a certain
amount of control.

His idea was that a commission should be set up having both a military and financial
character, whose approval would be necessary before the borrowing State could utilise the
funds borrowed; this supervision would prevent the funds being employed for purposes other
than those intended.

This consideration applied with even greater force in the case of the present Convention,
because under it the loans would be guaranteed by a very large number of States for an absolutely
definite purpose. It would therefore be advisable to provide for supervision, and a clause to
this effect would reassure lenders.

If the Committee favoured this idea, it would have to consider whether Article 14 was the
best place for such a provision or whether it should be inserted elsewhere.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that it would no" doubt
be very desirable, when a protocol was drawn up, for its authors to consider the supervision
of the employment of the funds. This was also a consideration which would occur to the bankers
who would place the loan on the market. It was, however, questionable whether such a provision
should be inserted in the Convention itself. The protocol provided for under Article 14 should
satisfy both M. Politis and M. Loudon. So many different contingencies might arise that it
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would be a very delicate and possibly a dangerous matter to embody in the actual Convention
the general principles of the supervision of the finances of the State and of the employment
of the funds placed at its disposal.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) asked M. de Chalendar whether he was
sure that, according to the first paragraph of Article 14, as at present drafted, it would be
possible to insert in the Protocol provisions as to the employment of the loans. As a lawyer,
he thought that its meaning applied only to the conditions under which the loans were to be
raised, and that it was not clear that provisions as to the employment of the loans could be
inserted in the Protocol. It would be quite easy to add a few words at the end of the paragraph
to make this point clear.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that it was true that the
first sentence of Article 14 contemplated purely financial stipulations and did not provide for
any supervision over the use of the funds.

In this matter, the Financial Committee had been actuated by human considerations.
The numerous protocols drawn up by the Financial Committee, in connection with the loans
issued under the authority of the League of Nations, had sometimes been considered unduly
strict; they contained not only financial clauses but often, in addition, clauses which profoundly
affected the budgetary position of the State concerned. The various stipulations imposed
had gained for the Financial Committee a reputation for extreme severity which perhaps
it had not wholly deserved, but which rendered it extremely cautious when called upon to
define its policy. For this reason, it had adopted the idea of a protocol, thinking that perhaps
the authors of this protocol would embody in it certain measures of supervision which might
be justified by the circumstances.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he had not proposed the words
"financial supervision "; the kind of phrase he had in mind, which might be added at the
end of the paragraph, was something on the following lines . . . and may include, among
other things, provisions as to the employment of the proceeds of the loan ".

Sir James PARR (New Zealand) feared that the idea of international control might be
carried a little too far. After all, it was not a gift to the party attacked, but a loan. This party
was primarily responsible and should have the direction of the expenditure of its own money,
and outside interference might lead to a very delicate situation, which should be avoided. The
essence of the whole business was speed-to go to the rescue of the attacked State as speedily as
possible. If a country, aggressively and unlawfully attacked, desired to make a large purchase
of munitions immediately, was it to wait until an international Committee had been set up to
decide whether the purchase was a right one or not ? He thought not. While care should be
taken to guard against possible waste of the loan, he thought that the idea of outside inter-
ference in the disposal of the money was being pressed too far, since, after all, the party at war
was mainly responsible for the money.

He shared the view expressed by M. de Chalendar that great care should be exercised as
to the manner and place in which any stipulations regarding international control were inserted
in the Convention.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) agreed that caution was necessary. He thought, however, that it
would be very advisable to insert a general formula such as had been proposed by M. Politis.

They must not forget that, by means of financial assistance, the League of Nations must
forge an instrument of peace and not of war. A country should not be given the possibility of
using this assistance in order to procure the means of carrying war into some foreign country.

He was aware that it was impossible to frame regulations in advance. He thought, however,
that a general formula would be very useful.

The question under discussion was closely connected with Article 1 from two points of
view. If, in Article 1, it were stated that it was the duty of the Council to put financial assistance
into operation, it was very natural that the borrowing State should attempt to oppose the
measures which it might be desired to insert in the Protocol. If, therefore, Article 1 laid down
an absolute obligation, then it was even more desirable to insert a general clause in Article 14,
so that every State should clearly realise that it would have to accept the particular conditions
the Protocol might establish. Further, if financial assistance were to be given also in the case
of a threat of war, it seemed all the more necessary to ensure that it would be used as an
instrument of peace.

Article 14 was referred to the Financial Committee.

Article 15.

" 1. As soon as possible after a contract for the issue of all or part of an authorised
loan has been certified in accordance with Article 14, paragraph 2, the Trustees, convened
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, shall examine the contract and the
relevant decisions of the Council and ascertain and notify to the Governments whose
guarantees are attached to the loan :

" (a) What is the total amount of each payment due in respect of that issue in
each year;

" (b) What is the maximum sum for which each Government, whether it be
an ordinary or a special guarantor, may be liable as an ordinary guarantor in respect
of each such payment;
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" (c) What is the maximum sum for which each special guarantor Government
may be liable as a special guarantor in respect of each such payment.

" The sums mentioned in (b) and (c) shall be determined in the manner provided
in Article 13, paragraph 2 (c).

2. Within four months of the receipt of the above notification, each Government,
according as it is solely an ordinary guarantor or a special guarantor, shall deposit to the
order of the Trustees with the National Bank of Switzerland, or elsewhere as requested by
the Trustees, either an ' Ordinary Guarantee Bond ' in the form given in Annex I, or a
' Special Guarantee Bond ' in the form given in Annex II, bearing a separate coupon for
each payment for which the Government may be liable in each year. The coupons shall
be expressed and be payable in the currency in which payment is due to the bondholders.
If the issue is made in more than one currency, separate bonds shall be deposited in respect
of the service due in each currency.

"3. The coupons of the said bonds shall be payable at an address satisfactory to the
Trustees fixed by the Government.

"4. The omission to deposit bonds as provided above shall in no way affect the
obligations of the Governments, whether as ordinary or as special guarantors, or prevent
the issue of the loan on the security of the ordinary guarantees and special guarantees which
attach to it in virtue of the present Convention.

Article 16.

" 1. (a) The service of loans contracted in accordance with the present Convention
shall always continue to be primarily a charge upon the borrowing Government. The
guarantees provided under the Convention shall enter into operation only if, and to the
extent to which, the Trustees are neither provided with the necessary funds by the borrowing
Government nor able to meet the service out of the reserve constituted in accordance
with Article 14, paragraph 3 (b).

" (b) In such a case, the Trustees shall call simultaneously on all the guaranteeing
Governments, whether they be ordinary or special guarantors. They shall apply the
yield of the calls to meet the service of the loan and shall then reimburse to the special
guarantor Governments pro rata out of the balance of such yield the amounts paid by
them in excess of their liabilities as ordinary guarantors. Delay by a guarantor Government
in meeting a call is recognised as creating a duty to compensate special guarantor Govern-
ments as provided in Articles 18 and 20 for the prejudice caused to them by the resulting
delay in the reimbursement of the amounts paid by them in excess of their liability as
ordinary guarantors.

" (c) All amounts obtained by the Trustees from the guaranteeing Governments,
with the exception of the amounts reimbursed, as contemplated in paragraph (b) and of
amounts paid to them by way of interest under Article 18, shall constitute a debt due,
with interest, from the borrowing Government.

"(d) The liabilities between Governments which result from the present Convention
shall be settled through the intermediary of the Trustees.

" 2. The principles set out in paragraph 1 shall be applied in accordance with the
provisions of Articles 17 to 21 below."

Articles 15 and 16 were adopted.

Article 17.

" 1. In the event of a default by the borrowing Government in providing funds to
pay the annual service of an authorised loan, the Trustees shall draw on the reserve
constituted by application of Article 14, paragraph 3 (b), until that reserve is exhausted.
They shall at once notify the default to the Governments whose ordinary guarantees or
special guarantees attach to the loan. They shall likewise notify any payments into the
reserve.

" 2. If, thirty days before the date at which a paymentf or interest or amortisation
falls due, the Trustees have neither received from the borrowing Government nor possess
in-the reserve sufficient funds to make the payment, they shall inform each guarantor
Government of the amount of the deficiency and the amount for which it will be liable
if the deficiency is not made good. If, twenty days before the due date of the payment,
the Trustees still are unable to make it in full, they shall present for payment those coupons
of the ordinary guarantee and special guarantee bonds which cover the service payment
in question. If the deficiency is not total, the Trustees shall reduce pro rata the amounts
which they call upon the guarantor Governments to pay on the said coupons, and the
coupons shall be endorsed accordingly. If a guarantor Government has not yet
deposited its bond as required by Article 15, the Trustees shall nevertheless call upon it
and it shall be liable to make the payment due from it.
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"3. The calls which are made by the Trustees upon the ordinary guarantor and
special guarantor Governments shall be paid immediately by the said Governments to
the Trustees notwithstanding that they may be at war with the borrowing Government or
with any country or countries in which a part of the loan has been issued, and notwith-
standing that the holders of any or all of the bonds of the series of the loan in the service
of which the default has occurred may be subjects of, or resident in, a country or countries
with which they are at war.

" 4. The Trustees shall meet the service of the loan out of the yield of the calls made
upon the Governments and shall apply the balance, and their receipts from any calls
which are paid at a later date, to reimbursing pro rata to the special guarantor Governments
the amounts paid by them in excess of their liabilities as ordinary guarantors. "

The CHAIRMAN read the following amendment to paragraph 3 of Article 17 put forward by
the French delegation :

" 3. The calls which are made by the Trustees upon the ordinary guarantor and special
guarant or Governments shall be paid immediately by the said Governments to the Trustees
during the whole period for which the loan has been contracted within the limits defined in
Article 4. Any further conflict in which certain High Contracting Parties might become involved
during this period shall not justify any interruption in the payments. These payments
shall be made, in such circumstances, by the guarantor Governments even if eventually as a
result of this conflict they are obliged to go to war with the borrowing Government or with
any country or countries in which a part of the loan has been issued, and notwithstanding
that the holders of any or all of the bonds of the series of the loan in the service of which
a default has occurred may be subjects of, or resident in, a country or countries with which
the above Governments have been obliged to go to war. 

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) asked that this proposal should
be considered by the Financial Committee.

This was agreed to.

Article 18.

" If an ordinary guarantor or special guarantor Government fails to meet in full a
call by the Trustees by a date not later than ten days before the interest or amortisation
payment in question falls due, the Trustees shall charge the said Government, and the
Government shall pay to them, compound interest on the amount in arrears at the rate
fixed by Article 20. This charge shall be considered as interest due to those special gua-
rantor Governments which met their obligations by the said date, in consideration of the
fact that the delay was calculated to retard payment of the sums reimbursable to them,
and the sums received shall be paid over to the said special guarantor Governments in
proportion to the amountLpaid by them in excess of their liabilities as ordinary
guarantors.

Article 19.

" 1. The amount of each default by the borrowing Government in meeting a gua-
ranteed payment due on a loan shall constitute a debt of that Government to the Trustees,
bearing compound interest, at the rate mentioned in Article 20, as from the date at which
the Government was due to provide the Trustees with the funds necessary for the service
of the loan.

" 2. The payments received by the Trustees from the borrowing Government after
it has defaulted in meeting the guaranteed service of its loan shall, if necessary, be applied
in the first instance to making good any arrears in the guaranteed service of the loan which
have occurred, notwithstanding the ordinary guarantees and special guarantees provided
by the present Convention, and, secondly, to reconstituting the reserve provided for by
Article 14, paragraph 3 (b). Subject to this provision, any amounts not required for
meeting the current service of the loan shall be used to reimburse to the special guarantor
and ordinary guarantor Governments, with the appropriate interest, the amounts which
they have furnished -to meet defaults in the service of the loan and which have not been
reimbursed to them. Each Government shall be entitled to be reimbursed the sum paid
by it in the capacity of an ordinary guarantor with compound interest at the rate
mentioned in Article 20, as from the date of its payment to the Trustees. Each special
guarantor Government shall, in addition, be entitled to receive the amount paid in
excess of its liability as an ordinary guarantor, together with its share of any interest
chargeable to other Governments under Article 18. Priority shall be given to reimbursement
to the special guarantor Governments of the amounts paid by them in excess of their
liabilities as ordinary guarantors, and the sums due in respect of earlier defaults shall
be met in full before any payment is made in respect of later defaults. Subject to the
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above provisions, the reimbursement shall be effected pro rata to the sums due to the
various Governments.

"3. A reimbursement to the special guarantor Governments effected under paragraph 2
shall cancel pro rata the claims of these Governments against other ordinary or special
guarantor Governments. The Trustees shall determine what liabilities are extinguished
or reduced and notify the Governments concerned.

Article 20.

"The compound interest provided for in Articles 18 and 19 shall be calculated half-
yearly and shall be at a rate one per cent higher than the rate of interest payable on the
guaranteed loan, or, if the loan was issued in several series, on the particular series in the
service of which the default occurs."

Articles 18, 19 and 20 were adopted without remark.

Article 21.

"All questions arising in the execution of Articles 15 to 20 inclusive shall be settled
by the Trustees, subject to appeal by any Government concerned to the Council of the
League of Nations, whose decision shall be final. The appeal to the Council shall not
suspend the execution of the Trustees' decision."

It was agreed to discuss Article 21 in conjunction with Article 25.

Article 22.

"The Council of the League of Nations, with the consent of those Governments
which are interested in the particular loan as special guarantors, may accept an offer by
a State which is not a Member of the League to participate in guaranteeing the annual
service of a particular loan which the Council decides to authorise in application of the
present Convention. The acceptance of the offer shall not entail the assumption by any
Government, whether as an ordinary or as a special guarantor, of liability to make payments
greater than it would have been liable to make if the non-Member State had not agreed
to participate.

Article 23.

" Those ordinary or special guarantor Governments in whose territories there is already
a market for international securities undertake to facilitate to the fullest possible extent
the opening of their financial markets to the issue of loans authorised under the present
Convention.

Article 24.

" For the purposes of the present Convention, the gold franc shall mean a monetary
value equivalent to 0.322581 gramme or 4.97818 grains of gold nine-tenths fine."

Articles 22, 23 and 24 were adopted without remark.

Article 25.

" Any dispute as -to the interpretation or as to the method of application of the present
Convention shall be settled by a decision of the Council of -the League of Nations. "

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Portuguese delegation had proposed that disputes should
be taken before the Assembly or the Permanent Court of International Justice.

The Netherlands delegate had put forward the following observation:

" Article 25 lays down that any dispute as to the interpretation or as to the method
of application of the Convention shall be settled by a decision of the Council. It seems
desirable to amend this clause so as to provide that in all non-urgent cases such disputes
should be brought before the Permanent Court of International Justice. It might perhaps
be well to agree that any disputes concerning the service of the loans and disputes that
may arise among the guarantor States shall be submitted either to the Permanent Court
or to the Council with a right of appeal to the Permanent Court. In any case, it should
be quite clear that proceedings before the Court would in no case be allowed to delay
the effects aimed at by the Convention."

In addition the Norwegian delegate had put forward the following amendment to
Article 25:

" Any dispute as to the interpretation or as to the method of application of the present
Convention, with the exception of those relating to decisions taken by the Council under
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Article 1, shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice, which shall
decide the matter by summary procedure.

"The submission of the dispute to the Court shall not suspend the execution of the
Council's decisions."

These three amendments all embodied the same idea and could be amalgamated.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that all three amendments
referred to the competence of the Permanent Court of International Justice for the settlement
of disputes which might arise in the application of the Convention.

The Financial Committee had not considered an appeal to the Permanent Court of
International Justice because, for the regular operation of the Convention, extremely rapid
decisions were essential.

Disputes regarding the operation of the Convention were most likely to arise in connection
with the provisions of Articles 16, 17, 18 and 19, and would no doubt concern the mechanism
of the ordinary or special guarantees.

Now it was essential that the action of the trustees, who were to intervene at this juncture
with the Governments in order to set in operation the procedure provided by the Convention,
should be effective and rapid and that the Council should immediately be informed of any
difficulties which might arise. Obviously, the procedure of the Council would ensure greater
rapidity than that of the Permanent Court.

He was aware that this point raised a delicate legal question which would have to be
referred to jurists. It might be advisable to ask for their advice in due course.

The delegates of the Netherlands and of Norway proposed that any appeals lodged against
decisions of the Council should not be suspensive and that these decisions should be immediately
effective. This question might again be referred to the Financial Committee in order to ascertain
whether, from the financial point of view, this proposal could be accepted.

M. LANGE (Norway) would willingly accept M. de Chalendar's suggestion, but there was
a principle that one could not both be judge and party to a suit. It was this principle that
he wished to safeguard when he proposed an appeal to the Permanent Court of International
Justice.

If the Financial Committee considered, after examining the question, that resort to the
Court could not be admitted, he thought it would be necessary to insert a clause stating that
this was an exception to universally recognised principles of law.

He stressed the fact that the text submitted by the Norwegian delegation excluded an
appeal to the Court against decisions under Article 1. It also excluded from the competence
of the Court the actions of the trustees, which would go before the Council, to which an appeal
could be made. It was only the decisions of the Council itself which could, in case of necessity,
be referred to the Court by summary procedure.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) considered that the text should be made clearer before being
submitted to the Financial Committee, and proposed the following wording:

" Disputes in regard to the service of the loans and disputes arising between the
guarantor States shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice.
In urgent cases, the Council shall be empowered to settle such disputes. The Parties
undertake to act in conformity with the decisions of the Council, but may subsequently
appeal to the Court."

The CHAIRMAN considered that the ideas behind the amendments were very clear. The
Financial Committee would endeavour to combine them so as to express the opinions stated
in the Committee as clearly as possible.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that, under Article 21, the primary
decision was to be made by the trustees in the cases arising under Articles 15 to 20 inclusive.
In Article 25, it appeared that all decisions as to the application of the Convention were to be
made by the Council direct. There seemed, therefore, to be a slight contradiction and he
suggested, for the consideration of the Financial Committee, that all questions of execution
and application should, in the first case, be decided by the trustees, with an appeal to the
Council as provided in Article 21, and that questions of interpretation, which were really matters
for the Court and not the Council, should go to the Court, on the lines of the Norwegian
amendment providing for no suspension of operation. He doubted, as regards the Council,
whether it was really a more expeditious body for settling these things than the Court. The
Court, under its summary procedure, could act with great rapidity. On the other hand, it
was important that the two functions of the different bodies should be kept distinct, the Court
dealing with matters of legal interpretation, and the Council with matters of administration
and execution.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Financial Committee would take note of these remarks.

Articles 21 and 25 were referred to the Financial Committee.

Article 26.

" 1. Decisions of the Council under Article I must be taken by the unanimous vote
of all its Members other than the representatives of Members of the League involved
in the war or threat of war.
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" 2. All other decisions taken by the Council in virtue of the present Convention
may be taken by a simple majority of its Members other than the representatives of Members
of the League which are involved in the war or threat of war.

" 3. A Member of the League which is not a Member of the Council shall not claim
to be represented on the Council, when that body discusses questions arising under the
present Convention, in virtue of the fact that it is an ordinary guarantor or special guarantor
under the Convention."

The CHAIRMAN read the following amendment, proposed by the French delegation, of the
first two paragraphs of Article 26:

" 1. Decisions of the Council necessary for providing financial assistance under
Article 1 will be taken by a unanimous vote, the representatives of the Members of the
League which are in conflict not voting.

2. All other decisions taken by the Council in virtue of the present Convention
may be taken by a simple majority of votes; the representatives of the Members of the
League which are in conflict not voting."

There was also the following observation put forward by the Netherlands delegate:

" Article 26 lays down that decisions of the Council under Article 1 must be taken
by a unanimous vote of all its Members other than the representatives of Members of the
League involved in the war or threat of war. It does not, however, ergive any indication
how it will be decided what States are not to vote as provided in Article 26. This is an
omission which it will be well to make good by laying down that it shall rest with the
Council to decide in advance, by the specified majority vote, whether any particular
Member of the Council is to be regarded as falling within the class of States referred to
in Article 26. Further, the minimum number of States to take part in the Council voting
might be specified. If a large proportion of the fourteen Members of the Council were
themselves involved in the conflict, or if, for other reasons, several Members abstained
from voting, it would not be fair to attach to a decision of the Council, even though taken
unanimously, the consequences contemplated in the draft Convention."

The Canadian delegate had further observed that unanimity was an excellent rule when
the League of Nations first came into existence, but might now with advantage be replaced
by a rule providing for a substantial majority.

An important question of principle was involved.
He proposed that the French amendment should be discussed first.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said the object of the French amendment was to try to avoid the
danger pointed out by the Netherlands delegate. If financial assistance were extended to
cases of threat of war, it would be possible, in certain cases, for all the European Members
of the Council to be considered as ineligible to vote. The French delegation was faithful to
the general principles of the Convention and of the Covenant in restricting the number of
Members who might be excluded from voting. It was for this reason it used the words " Mem-
bers of the League in conflict " instead of " involved in the.threat of war ".

M. LANGE (Norway) heartily supported the French amendment, but considered that,
in paragraph 2, the words " may be taken " should be replaced by the words " will be taken "

M. MASSIGLI (France) raised no objection, explaining that he had only followed the wording
of the original.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) suggested that the precedent of the
Covenant should be followed, and to read " all the members present"; otherwise the difficulty
might arise that, if a member were ill, no vote could be taken.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) thought it impossible to vote on such a text without reflection.
What decisions were referred to in paragraph 1 ? Were decisions concerning the exclusion
of certain Members of the Council referred to in this paragraph ? The first question was to
ascertain what Members would participate in the decision.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) proposed the following text:

" The Council will determine by a two-thirds vote whether any particular Member
of the Council should be regarded as involved in the war or threat of war. "

This would be independent of the French amendment.

M. MASSIGLI (France) replied to M. Sandler that he referred solely to the decisions taken
under Article 1.

With regard to M. Loudon's proposal, he asked how they could obtain a two-thirds majority
if four of five States were involved in the conflict.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) thought it would be very difficult for him to vote on Article
26 so long as Article 1 had not been definitely adopted, for the two articles were intimately
connected.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) thought M. Loudon's proposal very dangerous. The Covenant had
borne in mind the fact that certain States might be excluded from voting, and had laid down
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rules on the subject - for instance, in Article 15, paragraph 6. But it had never laid down
that the Council should decide what parties were involved in the war.

They must have confidence in the Council, the supreme organ of the League of Nations.
It would be serious to deprive some of the Members of the Council of their seats by a majority
of one vote. The spirit of solidarity which animated the Members of the Council would over-
come the difficulties which might arise, provided the Council retained its entire freedom to
take such decisions as it thought best.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) amended his proposal in deference to M. Massigli's objection:
the unanimous vote would only take effect provided six Members of the Council participated
therein.

M. POLITIS (Greece) agreed with M. Tumedei's remarks: he drew the Committee's attention
to the danger of departing from the terms of the Covenant. Article 15 was fundamental;
the reference therein was always to " parties to the dispute "- M. Massigli could consequently
modify his amendment. If they employed expressions other than those contained in the
Covenant, persons reading the two texts would think that they desired to express different
ideas.

This observation also applied to Lord Cecil's suggestion, since he had always taken into
account only the members who were present.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he agreed with the greater part of M.
Politis's remarks, and thought that it was very important to follow as far as possible the wording
of the Covenant. In his observations, M. Politis appeared to have overloked the provisions
of Article 5 of the Covenant. Lord Cecil did not wish to suggest words different from those
in the Covenant, but the text of Article 26 of the Convention, as drafted, read : " Decisions
of the Council. . . must be taken by the unanimous vote of all its Members ". That was a very
definite statement, and might lead to the conclusion which M. Politis desired to avoid, that it
implied something different from the ordinary unanimity vote.

What Lord Cecil desired was to make it clear that the rule in question was the ordinary
unanimity rule and not an exceptional one, and he thought that M. Politis would be able to
suggest an adequate phrase.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the French delegation was prepared to modify the wording of
its amendment to bring it into line with the wording of the Covenant.

He therefore proposed that this modified amendment - which he would read presently -
should be regarded as adopted, taking into account the reservations which had already been made,
particularly as a draft resolution had just been submitted by M. Politis to the effect that the
result of the Third Committee's work should be communicated to the Financial Committee,
and should then again be discussed by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, after which
the text would be submitted either to a diplomatic conference or to the next Assembly.

With regard to the proposal of the Netherlands delegation that there must be a quorum of
six Members of the Council, he noted that the Committee had not been desirous of departing
from the terms of the Covenant.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) did not see what use there would be in taking a vote at present:
if the Committee decided otherwise, he would abstain.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) accepted the new Article 26 provisionally, reserving the right to offer
explanations to the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

He also raised another question. The decisions of the Council would be taken by a majority
vote in all cases in which there was no question of the principle of financial assistance - that
is, among others, those in which the decision referred to the amount of the loan. In his opinion
no question concerning the amount of the loan could be separated from the decision on the
point of principle.

They should therefore state that a unanimous decision would be required both in the matter
of financial assistance and the amount of the loan. The Council would only take a majority
vote on the question of amortisation, rate of interest, etc.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) supported the Swedish delegation's reservation. He
approved M. Politis's draft resolution, but did not think it necessary to give an opinion at present
on the question of unanimity, which was not yet mature, and which would be discussed at
considerable length in the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

The CHAIRMAN replied that it was thoroughly understood that the vote to be taken would
not be binding on delegations which made reservations. He was, however, of opinion that
they should communicate a text, even with reservations, to the Financial Committee and
to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, in order that these Committees might have
a basis for discussion.

M. MASSIGLI (France), replying to M. Tumedei, thought that it would be disastrous to
bracket together the political decision of the Council on the principle of financial assistance
to be granted to a State and the technical decision concerning the amount of the loan. It
was as dangerous to stipulate such unanimity in the case of technical questions as it was natural
to insist upon unanimity in political questions.

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) felt that the Chairman had perhaps given a little too much
prominence to his remarks some days earlier on the questions of decisive authority. He had
been giving his personal opinion. At the same time, he had made clear that the opinion of
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the Canadian Government was in favour of the constituted authorities of Canada making
a decision as to who should be looked upon as the aggressor.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) agreed with the reservations of the Swedish delegation.

M. LANGE (Norway) and M. MUNCH (Denmark) also agreed with these reservations.

The CHAIRMAN then read the new text of Article 26:

" 1. Decisions of the Council under Article 1 will be taken by unanimous vote of
all the Members present at the meeting, the vote of representatives of parties to the dispute
not being included in determining such unanimity.

"2. All other decisions taken by the Council in regard to the present Convention
will be taken by a simple majority of its Members present at the meeting, the vote of
representatives of parties to the dispute not being included.

"3. A Member of the League .

Article 26, thus amended, was adopted, subject to the reservations put forward by various
delegations.

Article 27.

" 1. The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be
authentic, shall bear to-day's date ; it may, until................................ be signed on behalf
of any Member of the League of Nations.

"2. The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their
receipt to all the Members of the League. "

Article 28.

"After the date mentioned in Article 27, paragraph 1, the present Convention may
be acceded to on behalf of any Member of the League of Nations. The instruments of
accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who
shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League."

Articles 27 and 28 were adopted without remark.

Article 29.

" 1. The present Convention shall come into force ninety days after the date at
which, as the result of ratifications or of accessions, a sum not inferior to .......................
million gold francs for the annual service of loans to be issued by application of the
Convention is covered by ordinary guarantees, and is also covered by the special guarantees
of not less than three Governments. The Secretary-General of the League of Nations
shall make the calculations necessary for the purposes of the present paragraph and notify
the entry into force of the Convention to all the Members of the League.

" 2. In the case of High Contracting Parties ratifying or acceding to it after its entry
into force, the Convention shall take effect on the day on which the instrument of ratification
or accession is deposited with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations.

" 3. The total maximum amount covered by ordinary guarantees in accordance
with Article 6 at the date of entry into force of the Convention, and any subsequent increase
in that amount resulting from a new ratification or accession, shall be notified to all the
Members of the League by the Secretary-General. "

The CHAIRMAN read the following amendment proposed by the Swedish delegation:

"(a) Insert in Paragraph 1, a provision under which:
" (1) The Convention shall not come into force until a plan for the reduction

of armaments has been adopted by the General Disarmament Conference;
"' (2) The benefits of the Convention shall be enjoyed only by signatories which

have accepted and carried out the above-mentioned plan for the reduction of
armaments.
" (b) Insert in paragraph 2, after the words the 'Convention shall take effect', the

words ' one year after '."

M. SANDLER (Sweden) explained the first part of this amendment. The principle of reci-
procity, he said, would not be respected if a State applied for financial assistance at the last
moment without having previously assumed the obligations contemplated by the Convention.
That was the reason why he suggested the insertion of the words " one year after " in para-
graph 2 of Article 29.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) shared the view of the Swedish delegation, but thought that a
distinction ought to be drawn between the position of the guarantors and that of the last-minute
borrower.
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He understood that the Swedish delegation had intended to say that no country should
be authorised by the Council to contract the loan contemplated by the Convention if it had not
been a party to the Convention for at least a year ; but in that case a form of words would have
to be found which would oblige that country to participate as a guarantor as soon as it had
signed the Convention.

M. LANGE (Norway) suggested, in view of the close connection between these questions,
that, at the same time as Article 29, they should discuss the Danish proposal for an Article 28 (a)
linking up financial assistance with the reduction of armaments.

It might, he thought, be desirable to begin by discussing Article 1, and to hold over the
latter clauses of the Convention until later.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) differed from M. Lange in that he thought
the two quesions quite tiondifferent. He thought it would only confuse matters if they tried to
discuss them together.

With regard to the proposal of the Swedish delegate, he did not think this would be in the
interests of the League or of the Convention. What the Swedish delegate had in mind was the
case of a Stae finding itself in difficulties and runing off and adhering to the Convention, then
asking the Council to give it the benefit of the Convention. No doubt cases could be conceived
in which that would e a very improper proceeding, but other cases could be conceived in
which it would not. A State might have had great difficulties in persuading its population to
accept the Convention until the danger was actually upon it. He thought the proper thing to
do was to leave it to the Council to say whether, in such a case, they thought the State in question
ought to have financial assistance or not. The discretion of the Council should be preserved
for exactly that type of exceptional case, and, whatever drafting of Article 1 was adopted, he
thought that discretion should be preserved.

He would not lay down a hard-and-fast rule that in no case should a State adhering to the
Convention after trouble had become imminent be entitled to participate in the benefits of the
Convention. There might be a case in which that would be very desirable, and he hoped that
they would not shut the door on it. He considered this was an additional argument for retaining
on the part of the Council a certain amount of discretion as to whether it would or would not
grant financial assistance.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) suggested that the amendment should be referred to the Financial
Committee.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) thought there was, nevertheless, a very close connection between
Article 1 and the Swedish proposal, which he desired to support.

If, in Article 1, it were adopted as a principle that it was the Council's duty to afford
financial assistance, it was always possible that a State which had not acceded to the Convention
because it was anxious to avoid the sacrifices and commitments involved, knowing that the
Council would be bound to grant financial assistance, might at the last moment sign the
Convention and ask for financial assistance. Careful consideration was therefore necessary,
and for that reason he wished to support the Swedish proposal to refer the matter to the
Financial Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) pointed out that he had not said that
there was no connection between the articles.. He had expressly said that the observations of
the Swedish delegate made much stronger the case for preserving the ish ladiscretion of the Council
under Article 1, and that in fact they had, even in the most extreme version of the draft, left
the Council a certain discretion.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) the ought it well to point out
that financial assistance wes not a gift, but a help in the form of a guaranteed loan. The loan
would probably be a heavy burden on the borrowing country, and it was therefore not easy
to imagine that countries would rush to take advantage of it.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) reminded the Committee that, at its last meeting, he had announced
a proposal which might perhaps be embodied in Article 29. It had been established that each
State would not be individually bound to participate in the loans until it had actually acceded
to the Convention. In Article 10 of the draft, it was laid down that the special guarantee might
be given not necessarily at the moment of signature but also subsequently.

It was possible, therefore, that those States which were the first to sign would have to
bear alone the sacrifices and burdens involved by the first loans, and that those which signed
later would only have to bear the burden of subsequent loans. He thought it might be possible
to lay down a rule which would restore the balance by specifying, for example, that States which
signed subsequently should bear an additional share of the later loans. In applying that rule,
account would, of course, always have to be taken of the annual maximum.

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Tumedei whether he was submitting a definite proposal.
M. TUMEDEI (Italy) replied that he would be satisfied if the question were submitted to the

Financial Committee for consideration.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) drew the Committee's attention
to the fact that, in Article 29, it would be necessary to define the proportion of the accessions
to the Convention which would allow of the Convention coming into force. The idea of the
Financial Committee was that, in order that the Convention might become operative, a minimum
number of accessions would be necessary, for without that the Convention would lose its financial
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value. The Financial Committee had not stated any definite figure; it would be for the Govern-
ments to decide this point, but the Financial Committee thought that a proportion of about
50 per cent would be acceptable. It had not therefore formulated any definite proposal.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, in the present stage of the discussion, it would be difficult
to indicate any figures. It would be necessary for the members of the Committee to draw the
attention of their Governments to this question.

M. POLITIS (Greece) said that, if the Committee accepted his draft resolution, the organ
that would be instructed to prepare the definitive text would naturally have to fill in the blanks
left in the present text. He suggested that the Financial Committee should make a proposal
on this subject when the time came.

The CHAIRMAN replied that, when they had the texts before them and saw how many
States, and which States, were prepared to sign the Convention, the Financial Committee
might make some definite proposals.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) said that the Committee did
not feel it was the truly proper organ to propose commitments which would have to be shouldered
by the Treasuries of the various countries. The figure of 100 millions given as a note in the
" Expose des Motifs" was merely quoted as an example. It might perhaps be used as an
average basis for discussion and be regarded as a suggestion to the Governments which would
pronounce on the subject next year.

As regarded the proportion of about 50 per cent, that also seemed to be acceptable,
although it would be open to considerable variations according to the opinions expressed by the
Governments.

Article 29 was referred to the Financial Committee.

Article 30.

" 1. The present Convention shall be concluded for a period of ten years dating from
its entry into force.

" 2. It shall continue in force for further successive periods of five years as between
such High Contracting Parties as do not denounce it at least two years before the expiration
of the current period.

"3. Denunciation shall be effected by a written notification deposited with the
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify its receipt to all the Members
of the League. A denunciation may relate merely to one guarantee of the Government
of a particular territory of the High Contracting Party.

" 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 2, the Convention shall cease
to be in force, so far as it relates to the authorisation of new loans, at the end of the original
period for which it is concluded, or of any successive period for which it continues in force,
if at that date, as a result of denunciations, the annual sum to which the ordinary guarantees
amount is less than.......... million gold francs or the number of special guarantor
Governments has fallen below three.

" 5. The obligations of any Governments in respect of loans already authorised in
virtue of the present Convention shall not be affected by denunciation of the Convention,
or by its ceasing to be in force, so far as it relates to the authorisation of new loans, under
the provisions of paragraph 4 above. The Convention shall remain in force for all purposes
connected with such obligations until they have been discharged in full.

" 6. If the ratifications or accessions necessary to bring the present Convention into
force are not accorded within twenty-four months from the date of the Convention, the
Convention shall become null and void for all purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Danish delegation had proposed an Article 28A as follows,
which might be discussed with Article 30.

Article 28A.

"The present Convention shall not come into force until a general Disarmament
Convention, in accordance with Article 8 of the League Covenant and general Conventions
on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture of, and on International Trade in, Armaments,
Ammunition and Implements of War have been previously brought into operation.

" The financial assistance provided for in the present Convention may in no case be
granted to a State which has not acceded to the general Conventions mentioned above. "

The Norwegian delegation proposed to draft paragraph 4 of Article 30 as follows:
" Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 2, the Convention shall cease to

be in force in so far as it applies to the authorisation of fresh loans: (a) if the Conven-
tions mentioned in Article 28A are no longer in operation ; (b) if at the end of the period,
etc. [omitting from the fourth line of the paragraph the words " if at that date "].
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Finally, the British delegation had put forward the following text for a new Article 30A.

Article 30 A.

"The signatories reserve the right to withdraw from the Financial Assistance
Convention if within one year from its ratification a Disarmament Convention has not
come into operation. It is also to be a condition that no country which is not a Party to
such Disarmament Convention, or which shall fail to carry out its obligations under such
a Convention, shall be entitled to the benefits of the present Convention."

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the main trend of all the proposed amendments was
that there should be a certain connection between the Disarmament Convention and the
Convention for Financial Assistance.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he could explain very shortly the
difference between his amendment and the others.

There seemed to be general agreement that there should be a connection between the
Financial Assistance Convention and the Disarmament Convention, and that in some way
or another they ought to be bound together. There was no contradiction between the British
proposal and the other proposals with respect to the second sentence, which said that only
those who signed and acted on the Disarmament Convention should be entitled to the benefits
of the Financial As-istance Convention. The only question was how this liaison should be
established. One proposal was that the Financial Assistance Convention should not come into
force until the Disarmament Convention had been approved and brought into operation. The
other proposal (which the British delegation made) was that it should come into force, but that,
unless within one year after its having come into force a Disarmament Convention was in
operation, any State might withdraw from it if it so wished.

The argument was very simple. It was thought that the path of those countries which
were in doubt as to whether they would or would not assent to a Disarmament Convention
would be rendered easier. It was desirable to be able to offer an advantage already established
and not merely in the future, rather than to offer only some contingent or future advantage,
to those who joined the Disarmament Convention. The question was really a psychological
one. His own inclination was towards the opinion that the British proposal was more likely
to produce agreement on disarmament.

The discussion was adjourned until the next meeting.

(The meeting rose at 1 p.m.)

SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, September 18th, 1929, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

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

Article 30 (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN reminded members that the Committee had yesterday started discussing
Article 30, and that Lord Cecil had explained various suggested amendments to this article,
pointing out the differences between them in respect of the connection between the Convention
on Financial Assistance and the Disarmament Convention.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) was glad to note that several delegations had made proposals to
link up the entry into force of this Convention with the adoption of the Disarmament Convention.

At the first meeting at which this question was discussed by the Committee, he had pointed
out that the Danish Government would be unable to sign the Convention unless it was stipulated
that it should not come into force before the Conventions required for giving effect to the
provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant.

He was glad that Lord Cecil had taken a similar standpoint, but he was sorry to have
to say that the first part of the British proposal did not meet his views. If it were adopted,
the Financial Assistance Convention might come into operation in the case of certain Members
before Disarmament Convention and other relevant Conventions were ratified. That would
mean that other Members would not sign the Convention on Financial Assistance, and
that there would be two categories of Members which would have different obligations in case
of war and in certain other cases not yet defined.
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The Danish delegation considered that a principle was at stake. There were two important
points in the suggested Convention: the exception referred to in Article 26 to the funda-
mental rule laid down in Article 4 of the Covenant and the increased financial obligations
of States.

The Danish delegation would not shrink from its duty and would take its share of the
economic burdens arising out of the assistance which the League of Nations would, when the
occasion arose - and even under the existing rules - be morally bound to accord to a State
attacked. He wished to emphasise that point. But in all the discussions that had taken place
in that Committee on similar questions, successive Danish Governments during the whole ten
years of the League's existence had maintained the view that the obligations of States Members
should not be extended until effect had been given to Article 8, which, in the opinion of the
Danish delegation, was the best means of enhancing the security of nations.

That was why his delegation had submitted its proposal. He could not say whether
they could agree immediately as to the way in which this Convention on Financial Assistance
should be linked up with the Conventions mentioned in Article 8. If that were impossible,
he thought it would be best to include the various proposals in the report and add them to
those points which would be referred for further investigation as proposed in the resolution
before the Committee.

M. LANGE (Norway) associated his delegation with the view expressed by the Danish
delegate and added that the Norwegian Government could not consider signing the Convention
on Financial Assistance before a disarmament plan had been drawn up and brought into
operation.

As he had already pointed out, however, he thought it would be a mistake to be too exacting
on this point. The important thing in all this discussion was to give attention to the new
situation that would arise from the progressive reduction of armaments. It was not so impor-
tant to stipulate how the Convention on Financial Assistance should operate from the point
of view of any particular State as to consider the question from the point of view of the League
of Nations generally.

He agreed with Lord Cecil that a situation might well arise in which it would be vitally
important for the League to grant financial assistance to a State even though the latter had
not complied with certain preliminary conditions which might be very difficult to lay down
beforehand.

He wished his statement to be noted. The draft Convention on Financial Assistance
might be a very useful weapon in the hands of the Council in certain circumstances. They
should not try to provide for all contingencies. When the moment came to apply the Con-
vention, the situation might be altogether different from what they had conceived.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) said that the Persian delegation, as pointed out in the
written observations submitted to the Third Committee (Annex 3, document A. III. 14), did
not think it desirable to link up the Convention on Financial Assistance with those on Disar-
mament and the Manufacture of, and Trade in, Arms. They should bear in mind that, though
the Convention on Financial Assistance offered guarantees to ill-protected and financially
weak countries, yet it exacted at the same time a heavy toll from them, as they had to con-
tribute to the ordinary guarantees for loans contracted to help other countries which were
victims of aggression.

Before accepting the obligations involved, such countries would very naturally weigh the
advantages and disadvantages arising out of the simultaneous ratification of four Conventions.
As there had to be agreement between the fifty-four States Members of the League of Nations,
it was greatly to be feared that the draft Convention would share the fate of many others.

He thought it rather paradoxical, also, that, in various amendments submitted regarding
the interdependence of the Conventions, it was specified that the advantages of the Convention
on Financial Assistance would accrue only to those signatory countries which had agreed to
ratify the other Conventions, though it was not stated whether the signatories which had not
complied with this formality would meanwhile escape the obligations of the scheme.

As soon as a country ratified the Convention on Financial Assistance, it was bound to pay,
when required, its share of the guarantee if another State were attacked, and it was thus
automatically obliged to sever relations with the aggressor.

How could they imagine financial assistance being refused to such a country, when it
was in its turn threatened, simply because it had not ratified some other Convention ?

Speaking for his own country, he desired to say that if his Government, notwithstanding
the pressing need of devoting its resources to its programme of reform, should ever sign the
Convention on Financial Assistance, it would be solely with the desire to co-operate in the
work of pacification : Persia would never agree, however, for that consideration, to ratify the
Convention on the Trade in Arms, which she had always refused to sign because of the
obstacles which it sought to impose on Persia in the Persian Gulf.

This latter Convention, moreover, was no longer applicable, as the draft Convention on
the Manufacture of Arms, then under consideration, was departing from it more and more
widely, so that signatories would in the end be unable to ratify two mutually contradictory
Conventions.

The Persian delegation's conclusion was that they should drop the whole idea of the
interdependence of these four Conventions, or else have the Assembly recognise the necessity
for the Disarmament Conference to revise in an equitable manner the Convention of June
17th, 1925, harmonising it at the same time with the draft Convention on the Manufacture
of Arms. When these draft Conventions were once brought into harmony and combined with
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the Disarmament Convention and that on Financial Assistance, there would be a single and
indivisible treaty which might be submitted to all countries for approval.

The Persian delegation was prepared to accept the interdependence of the Convention
for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments and that on Financial Assistance, but could
not treat on the same lines the two other Conventions, which only concerned armament-
manufacturing Powers.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said he had already, during the general discussion, explained the
amendment which he proposed. He was willing to support the proposal now made, that
competent organs of the League, to be designated later, should be asked to study carefully
all the amendments regarding the linking up of financial assistance with disarmament.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) associated himself with the remarks of the Danish delegate,
which had already been endorsed by several other speakers. He thought it was extremely
important that States called upon to sign this Convention should know what was going to be
done in regard to disarmament. As he had already stated, he did not think that his Government
would sign this Convention until a Disarmament Convention had been concluded. Doubtless,
many other Governments would adopt the same point of view.

He would therefore ask M. Politis to provide in his draft resolution for a link between
the two Conventions, as this would unquestionably help the Committee to accept it
unanimously.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) supported M. Sandler's proposal to refer the amendments to the
Financial Committee and to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, without expressing
any opinion at the moment; this would make it unnecessary for the Third Committee to go
into the British suggestion in detail.

The new Article 30 proposed by the British delegation should be revised. It read at
present:

"The signatories reserve the right to withdraw from the Financial Assistance
Convention if within one year from its ratification a Disarmament Convention has not
come into operation."

There was, however, no uniform date of ratification; this date would vary with each
State. They might perhaps amend it to read : " within one year from its ratification by each
country concerned ". Moreover, the option of withdrawal should be limited as regards time,
and not be capable of indefinite extension. Thirdly, they should stipulate in principle that
withdrawal could only take effect after a certain interval.

He would not stress the matter further ; the few remarks he had made proved that the
proposed Article 30 was not acceptable in its present form. There was, moreover, no real
advantage in hastening the entry into force of this Convention and in considering how it could
be denounced. By so doing, the Convention would be stultified, and doomed to a very
transient existence, and would afford no guarantee whatever to States. They should, however,
not overlook the fact that the Convention would not come into operation until it provided
for a definite total amount. Article 29 said that:

"The present Convention shall come into force as the result of ratifications or
accessions as soon as a sum not less than ..... is covered ..... "

The British suggestion would always leave a great deal of uncertainty on this point, as
any country could withdraw from the Convention.

He thought, finally, that it would be better to wait until the Disarmament Convention
came into force.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) suggested the following compromise:
the first sentence of which was taken from the Danish amendment and the second sentence
from the British amendment.

"The present Convention shall not come into force until a general Disarmament
Convention, in accordance with Article 8 of the League Covenant, has been brought into
operation.

" It is also to be a condition that no country which is not a party to such Disarmament
Convention, or which shall fail to carry out its obligations under such a Convention, shall
be entitled to the benefits of the present Convention. "

He was of opinion that, if the coming into force of the Convention were made dependent
upon the bringing into operation of general Conventions on the Supervision of the Private
Manufacture of, and International Trade in, Armaments, Ammunition and Implements of
War, the situation would be far too complicated. In any case, it was not yet known what was
going to happen to those Conventions, and at any rate one of them was in a most unsatisfactory
condition owing to essential divergences of opinion.

He thought his Danish colleague would agree that he had made a considerable concession
in putting forward his compromise, and he trusted that the Committee would be able to
accept it.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) made the same proposal. The Netherlands delegation thought
the Financial and Disarmament Conventions should be linked up, and that, moreover, the
clause in the second paragraph of the new text put forward by Lord Cecil should be inserted.
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M. MUNCH (Denmark) welcomed the proposal, and agreed that the British draft was
preferable to his. He was therefore very glad to accept it.

As regarded the first part, he noted that Lord Cecil was in agreement with him in principle,
and that it was only for practical reasons that he omitted mention of the Conventions on
the Trade in, and Manufacture of, Arms.

In these circumstances, as it seemed essential to arrive at an agreement, he would not
press the point.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) and M. TUMEDEI (Italy) supported Lord Cecil's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that a Sub-Committee should be appointed to draw up a final
text of definite proposals. The reservations made could be discussed by the Financial Committee
and by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

M. MASSIGLI (France) doubted whether it was necessary to appoint a Sub-Committee.
He proposed that the matter be left to the Secretariat, as everyone seemed to be in agreement
and that the text should afterwards be studied by the Committee on Arbitration and
Security and by the Financial Committee.

M. LANGE (Norway) pointed out that he had submitted an amendment providing for
the eventuality of the Disarmament Convention's being denounced.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) agreed with M. Massigli that the Secre-
tariat might draw up a text taking into consideration the Norwegian amendment, and making
any slight changes necessary.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) asked Lord Cecil whether he
thought that a signatory country which would not be entitled to the benefits of this Convention,
because it had not acceded to the Disarmament Convention, should participate in the
obligations.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) thanked M. de Chalendar for calling his
attention to the point, which he admitted he had not considered until that moment. He
imagined, however, that, until a State became entitled to the advantages, it could not be made
subject to the obligations.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) accordingly proposed that the
Financial Committee should discuss this point.

M. Massigli's proposal was adopted.

Articles 1 and 1A.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the revised text (Annex 4, document A III.
20(1)) contained the different solutions proposed for this article. To prolong the discussion
would not enable them to reach agreement. It would therefore be sufficient if they referred
the proposals to the Committees which would consider them.

M. MASSIGLI (France) asked whether Article 1 A proposed by the French delegation was
included in the texts referred to the Committees.

The CHAIRMAN replied in the affirmative.
He added that the Portuguese delegation had asked what would be the rights and

obligations of a State party to the Convention which withdrew from the League of Nations.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) replied that such a State, as a
signatory of the Convention, would be bound by its signature until its denunciation took
effect.

The CHAIRMAN thought that reasoning was correct. It would be sufficient to record it in
the Minutes.

The revised texts [Annex 4. document A.III.20(1)] were referred to the Committee on
Arbitration and Security and to the Financial Committee.

14. Financial Assistance in Case of War or Threat of War: Draft Resolution for the
Assembly. Appointment of a Rapporteur. Reference of the Draft Resolution to
the Fourth Committee.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by M. Politis:
" The Assembly:
" Having examined the draft Convention on Financial Assistance drawn up by the

Financial Committee;
" Noting that the determination of the cases in which this assistance could or should

be granted is in close relation with the general problem of the definition of the aggressor
and with that of the means of preventing war;

" Taking into consideration the various amendments which have been submitted,
several of which necessitate adjustment in the technical machinery of the plan of assistance :

" Requests the Council to take steps to ensure the early establishment of a complete
text capable of being submitted to States for signature not later than the next Assembly.
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"It accordingly suggests that the Council should instruct the Committee on
Arbitration and Security in co-operation with the Financial Committee to draw up this
text which would then be submitted for the approval of a special Conference or, at latest,
for that of the next Assembly. "

The Swedish delegation proposed amendments to this -text and put forward the following
draft resolution:

"The Assembly:

"Having examined the draft Convention on Financial Assistance drawn up by the
Financial Committee;

" Noting that the determination of the cases in which this assistance could or should
be granted is in close relation with the general problem of the definition of the aggressor
and with that of the means of preventing war and that the connection between financial
assistance and the reduction and limitation of armaments should be thoroughly examined;

"Taking into consideration the various amendments which have been submitted,
several of which necessitate adjustment in the technical machinery of the plan of assistance,
whereas others are of a political character:

" Requests the Council to take steps to ensure the early establishment of a complete
text capable of being submitted to States for signature at the earliest possible date.

" It accordingly suggests that the Council should instruct the Committee on Arbi-
tration and Security, in co-operation with the Financial Committee, to draw up this
text, which would, after having been communicated to the Governments, be submitted for the
approval either of a special Conference, the Disarmament Conference or the next Assembly. 
The Chairman explained that the modifications proposed laid particular emphasis on the

connection between financial assistance and the limitation of armaments. The Swedish draft
further provided that the draft Convention, after having been communicated to the Governments,
could be submitted for the approval of the Disarmament Conference.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) supported the Swedish proposal for reasons he had already
explained and, in particular, because it mentioned the connection with the question of disar-
mament and left more latitude for future developments of the question.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) preferred M. Politis's text. The amendment
in the second paragraph of the Swedish text was unnecessary because the point had just been
dealt with. He saw a difficulty in selecting particular aspects of the question and pointing
out the importance of them. He would like the whole of the second paragraph to be omitted
from M. Politis's draft. He was not clear that the question of financial assistance had any
special bearing on the question of defining the aggressor. It might be due to national prejudice,
but he disliked long preambles. He did not, however, attach great importance to this point.

Lord Cecil felt strongly that the burdens of the Disarmament Conference should not be
increased by the reference to it of this matter. He preferred M. Politis's suggestion that it
should be dealt with by a special Conference or by the next Assembly, and in any case not later
than the next Assembly. He hoped the Swedish delegate would not insist on his amendment
to the last paragraph, for, if he did so, the words " at the earliest possible date ", in the
fourth paragraph would have to be struck out.

He was in favour of communication to the Governments and did not mind the addition
proposed at the end of the third paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that, when M. Politis submitted his draft
resolution, agreement had not been reached on certain points - in particular, on the question
of the interdependence of the Conventions.

M. MASSIGLI (France), referring to the last paragraph of the Swedish amendment, approved
the proposal to delete the statement that the text would be submitted to the Disarmament
Conference. But this omission of all reference to disarmament would be likely to give rise to
objections on the part of other delegations. Their wishes might perhaps be met if, contrary
to Lord Cecil's suggestion, the second paragraph were retained with the addition of the Swedish
amendment concerning the connection between financial assistance and disarmament.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said he realised tt he situation had ed since his delegation
proposed its amendments to M. Politis's draft resolution. The Committee had, in fact, definite
opinions as regards the connection between financial assistance and disarmament. Never-
theless, it was desirable to refer to it. Further, the Swedish amendment did not ask for
a definite decision. It merely stated that this coninection " should be thoroughly examined ".

As regards the reference to the Disarmament Conference, he was not able to withdraw his
proposal. In that connection, also, no decision was implied. They did no more than suggest
a third possibility.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) gladly accepted the French delegate's
suggestion regarding mention of the connection between disarmament and financial assistance,
though he was not sure the drafting proposed was the best.

He would, however, beg his Swedish colleague not to insist on the mention of the
Disarmament Conference. He was extremely anxious to avoid overloading that Conference,
and would ask the Committee to consider what a fearful disaster it would be to the League of
Nations if such a Conference were called and were unable to come to an agreement. It was true
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that the Swedish amendment only suggested a possibility. Still, human nature was weak, and
if there were a possibility of the Committee on Arbitration and Security sending the matter
to another Conference, that might happen. There would then be a serious risk to the
Disarmament Conference. He greatly regretted that he could not waive his objection. If the
Swedish delegate insisted on his amendment, he would have to ask the Committee to decide
between them.

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that, with regard to the draft resolution, they should deal
only with procedure and not mention in the text anything that might seem to be a question of
principle.

Hence he supported Lord Cecil's proposal for the omission of the second paragraph.
As regarded the third paragraph, M. Politis's resolution seemed to imply that it was

merely a matter of adjusting technical texts. The speaker thought that the Swedish delegation's
amendment, which referred to the political character of some of the amendments, was
absolutely necessary.

As to the Disarmament Conference, he was not convinced by Lord Cecil's arguments. The
weakness of human nature was likely to lead to the choice of the line of least resistance, which
was - according to Lord Cecil - either a special Conference or, what was perhaps better,
the next Assembly. He therefore did not think there was any danger in maintaining the
Swedish amendment. On the contrary, it was desirable that the attention of the public should
thus be indirectly called to the connection between financial assistance and the reduction of
armaments. This connection had been so frequently emphasised that it was impossible to
conceive of the signature of a Convention on Financial Assistance that was not intimately
related to the reduction of armaments.

In conclusion, M. Lange stated that he would favour the omission of the second paragraph,
but he supported the other amendments put forward by the Swedish delc gation.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) suggested that the Committee should compromise by
adopting the proposal submitted by the French delegation.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Swedish amendments to the third and fourth
paragraphs and also the first amendment to the fifth paragraph did not give rise to any
objections.

He proposed, by way of a compromise, that the Committee should retain the second
paragraph of the Swedish text and reject the amendment referring to the Disarmament
Conference in the last paragraph.

He hoped that the Swedish delegation, having thus obtained a large measure of satisfaction,
would not insist on this last amendment.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said he also would like to show a spirit of conciliation. If, at any
time, the study of the connection between financial assistance and the reduction and limitation
of armaments more clearly showed the necessity for referring the text to a body other than a
special Conference or the next Assembly, a decision could then be reached as to whether that
body might not be the Disarmament Conference. If the connection between financial assistance
and disarmament were emphasised, all the necessary consequences would have to be deduced.
If the Committee were agreed on that point, M. Sandler would not insist on retaining the
reference to the Disarmament Conference in the last paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN said it would be possible to satisfy M. Sandler. The question of the
connection between financial assistance and the limitation of armaments would be thoroughly
re-examined by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

The Chairman said that M. Massigli suggested that, in the second paragraph, the words
" has been recognised and should be thoroughly examined " should be added after the words
" limitation of armaments ".

M. LARRETA (Uruguay) said "he thought that the problem of disarmament affected
particularly the great Powers, whereas financial assistance affected chiefly the small Powers.
It gave them a hope of being able to safeguard their independence in case of conflict. He
therefore regretted the desire to establish a connection between these two questions for, if
no solution were found to the problem of disarmament, the system of financial assistance
would, in consequence, not come into force. This would be a serious disadvantage to the
smaller Powers.

The CHAIRMAN announced that this statement would be included in the Minutes. He
put M. Politis's resolution, amended as follows, to the vote.

" The Assembly:
" Having examined the draft Convention on Financial Assistance drawn up by the

Financial Committee;
" Noting that the determination of the cases in which this assistance could or should

be granted is in close relation with the general problem of the definition of the aggressor
and with that of the means of preventing war, and that the connection between financial
assistance and the reduction and limitation of armaments has been recognised and should
be thoroughly examined;

" Taking into consideration the various amendments which have been submitted,
several of which necessitate adjustment in the technical machinery of the plan of assistance,
whereas others are of a political character;

" Requests the Council to take steps to ensure the early establishment of a complete
text capable of being submitted to States for signature at the earliest possible date.
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"It accordingly suggests that the Council should instruct the Committee on
Arbitration and Security to draw up this text in co-operation with the Financial Committee.
The text would, after it had been communicated to the Governments, be submitted for
the approval either of a special Conference or, at the latest, for that of the next Assembly. "

The resolution was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN proposed M. COBIAN as Rapporteur for that question.

The proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thanked M. de Chalendar for his assistance and for the explanations he
had given regarding the work of the Financial Committee and the text of the Convention.

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) thanked the Third Committee
for the favourable consideration it had given to the scheme. The scheme had been somewhat
truncated, but he firmly hoped that during the coming year it would assume a definite form.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the resolution should be referred to the Fourth Committee,
as it implied the vote of a credit of not more than 50,000 francs for the meeting of the
Conference contemplated.

This proposal was adopted.

15. Communications of the League of Nations in Times of Emergency: Facilities to be granted
to Aircraft used for ensuring Communications of Importance to the Working of the
League of Nations.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by the French delegation:

"The Assembly:
"Noting the work undertaken by the International Air Navigation Commission

with regard to the juridical status of aircraft utilised to ensure air communications of
importance to the working of the League of Nations and the facilities to be granted to
these aircraft:

"Trusts that the International Air Navigation Commission will complete its studies
as soon as possible,

" And considers it highly important that aircraft engaged in transport required for
the working of the League of Nations may be free at all times to fly in such a way and
over such territory as may be necessary for the carrying out of their mission, the Secretary-
General and the various Governments having come to an agreement beforehand as to
the routes these aircraft may follow should occasion arise."

He then read the following draft resolution put forward by the German delegation, in
the same connection

" The Assembly:
"After noting the work undertaken by the International Air Navigation Commission

with regard to the juridical status of aircraft utilised to ensure air communications of
importance to the working of the League of Nations and the facilities to be granted to
these aircraft;

" Considering that the question concerns problems of great importance for the League
of Nations and that Governments should be given the opportunity of considering it
exhaustively:

"Requests the Council to take the necessary steps to ensure that the question should
be carefully investigated by the organisations of the League, and possibly by the Committee
on Arbitration and Security, and to report to the next Assembly."

M. MASSIGLI (France) explained that this was not a new question. It had already been
the subject of resolutions. The work of the International Air Navigation Commission
(C. I. N. A.) was the result of the initiative taken by the French delegation.

It was regrettable that the proposal submitted by the German delegation gave the
impression that the question was almost new and that there was need to recommence an
investigation which was, in fact, well under way.

The investigation was not complete. The French proposal noted that fact by emphasising
the need for enabling the International Air Navigation Commission (C. I. N. A.) to complete
its work and by stating the desirability of negotiations taking place between the Secretariat
and the Governments with a view to settling questions as to the routes to be followed. Did
this study presuppose consideration by the Committee on Arbitration and Security ? That
was possible. If the German proposal were intended merely to refer the question, for a limited
object, to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, the French delegation would support
it. But it was to be feared that, in the circumstances under which this reference was proposed,
it might be thought that the Committee on Arbitration and Security was required to reopen
the whole enquiry and that, instead of limiting the question, it might complicate it by
extending its scope.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) explained that the French proposal introduced a very
important legal problem, namely, the sovereignty of States as regards flights over their
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territory by foreign aircraft in times of crisis. This question had been considered by the
C. I. N. A. Certain principles had been discussed, but it could not be said that the development
of this branch of international law had reached such a point that it might already be
considered as definite. This serious question involved the idea of an air fleet belonging to
the League of Nations. The question of flights over territories, and the control of such
flights in the case of aircraft in the service of the League, seemed to be problematical, even
if the routes of such flights were fixed beforehand by means of an agreement between the
Secretariat and the countries concerned.

The indispensable control, particularly in times of crisis, was almost impossible in certain
countries which, on account of treaties, were subjected to restrictions. regarding aviation and
which therefore had no police aircraft at their disposal.

The use of aircraft belonging to the League of Nations in times of crisis thus seemed to
raise very delicate questions. The speaker, however, had no objection to the use by the League
of Nations in times of crisis of national aircraft belonging to different countries. It would,
however, be premature to ask the Assembly to take an immediate decision on a principle which
had been considered by the C. I. N. A., but never by -the League of Nations. States Members
of the League of Nations were not all represented on the C. I. N. A. It was therefore
absolutely essential that the League of Nations, which had never considered this question,
should now make a thorough study of it.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said the French proposal was extremely
moderate and he hoped it would be agreed to. It merely carried out a decision of the Assembly
taken long ago. The point raised by the German delegation, that the proposal involved a
great principle of international law, appeared somewhat excessive, because the routes to be
followed by the aeroplanes were to be defined in agreement with the Governments. The
use of the agreed routes by League aeroplanes could hardly threaten national security. He
therefore hoped that the French resolution could be adopted - at any rate, in some form.

M. SATO (Japan), who had been informed of the French proposal, had suggested a
modification which would have met his views. Some unfortunate misunderstanding seemed
to have occurred, as he noticed that this proposal had been read in its original form. If the
Committee decided to begin discussing this text, he intended to submit an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN suggested 'that the authors of the proposal and of the amendment might
meet in order to come to an agreement.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he was unable to accept -the French proposal, although
he would willingly listen to what M. Sato had to say.

His attitude was chiefly determined by 'the fact that e work of the C. I. N. A. was not
known to every one. The second paragraph of the French proposal seemed to involve approval
of this work, which under present conditions it was impossible to give. The C. 1. N. A. in its
work had touched on the question of establishing a League of Nations air fleet. This question
had never been examined either by the Governments or by the League of Nations, and -the Third
Committee had now at the last moment a proposal before it which, by virtue of a mere paragraph,
would force it to express an opinion on a very serious matter.

M. MASSIGLI (France) desired to reassure the German delegate. There was no question at
all of approving the work of the C. I. N. A. The first paragraph of the resolution merely stated
that the work undertaken would be noted, while the second paragraph expressed a desire to see
this work finished as soon as possible, so that, when the results had been communicated to the
Secretary-General, the latter might consider what steps should be taken with a view ton possible
negotiations with the Governments.

The French delegate said he was quite sure that, after a quarter of an hour's conversation
with the German delegate, he and the latter could reach agreement, reserving, of course, the
amendment referred to by the Japanese delegate, which had not yet been heard.

The CHAIRMAN, On hearing this statement, reverted to his proposal that the three delegations
concerned should meet with a view to drawing up a common text which might meet with the
unanimous approval of the Committee.

M. SATO (Japan) had no objection to -this procedure. He only wished to point out that this
question of aviation for the League of Nations in -times of crisis had not yet been properly
thrashed out either by t;he Assembly or by the Council. Two years ago, a resolution had been
adopted with a view -to studying the question, but the conclusion had never been drawn that
the League of Nations ought to have aeroplanes at its disposal. That was a fundamental
question which ought 'to be settled first. Only subsequently could they discuss what facilities
might be given to the League of Nations in this respect.

The CHAIRMAN, remarking that there was no opposition to the procedure he had proposed,
invited the three delegations concerned to come to an agreement on a new draft, which should
be submitted to the Committee at a later meeting. He added that M. Haas, Secretary of the
Committee on Communications and Transit, would hold himself at their disposal.

The Chairman asked the Committee if it were now prepared to discuss the last question on
the agenda: Progress of the work of the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament and of
the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
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Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he was willing to open the discussion
at once if the Committee so desired, but he thought it was too late to start a debate which was
bound to be, a long one. He suggested that they should employ the latter part ot the meeting
for the consideration of questions of less importance.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), as President of the Special Commission for the Preparalion
of a Draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms, Munitions and of Implements of War,
said he was quite ready to begin discussing this matter. He wondered, however, whether, as
usual, the Chairman of the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament would not wish to make
a statement on the work of that Commission before the discussion of its work was begun.

The CHAIRMAN thought it preferable to utilise the end of the meeting in discussing the
draft resolution submitted by Lord Cecil regarding the Model Treaty to strergthen the Means
of preventing War, and to hold over the question of disarmament till the following day.

16. Treaty to strengthen the Means for Preventing War.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by Lord Cecil:

" The Assembly:
" Recognising the value of the Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of preventing

War approved by the Assembly at its ninth session;
" Convinced that the maintenance of peace would be facilitated by the acceptance by

as many States as possible of obligations of the kind contained in that Treaty;
" Invites the Council to request the Committee on Arbitration and Security to consider

the possibility of establishing a draft General Convention on the lines of the Treaty, which
could be referred to the Governments in time to enable the latter to indicate, at the eleventh
ordinary session of the Assembly, whether they are prepared to accept it."

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said the Treaty would be found in documents
C.535.M.162.1928.IX and C.540.M.167.1928.IX. It was well known that it had its origin in a
proposal by the German delegation.

The broad object of the Treaty was to strengthen the hands of the Council, in their duty to
prevent war breaking out, by making it possible for States to agree to accept any directions
given by the Council with that object in view.

The Committee would remember that the Preparatory Commission had discussed two or
three years ago what could be done to strengthen and improve Article 16 of the Covenant with
a view to punishing those who resorted to war. The Belgian represent ative, then M. de Brouckere,
proposed as an alternative a study of the means of improving and strengthening Article 11,
which dealt, not with the consequences of an illegal resort to war, but with preventing the
outbreak of hostilities. A small Committee had been appointed, consisting of M. de Brouckere,
M. Titulesco, and Lord Cecil himself, which drew up a number of recommendations. These
were approved by the Council and by the Assembly. The step now suggested was that as many
as possible Members of the League, or other States, should agree to accept the directions of the
Council for the carrying out of Article 11. In order to bring this about, Lord Cecil was proposing
that the Treaty be changed from a Model Treaty into one open for general signature, and to
this end he suggested that it should go back to the Committee on Arbitration and Security so
that they could review it and see that it was in all respects fit for such a purpose. He hoped it
would then be presented - not later than the next Assembly - for the consideration and
signature of as many Governments as possible.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) thanked Lord Cecil for having taken up this suggestion,
which was originally a German proposal submitted by M. von Simson.

They had originally based their proposal on the idea that such treaties ought to apply
regionally and multilaterally. Now -the British delegation proposed that these should be
converted into a general agreement. He was able to agree with this proposal and therefore
supported Lord Cecil's draft resolution.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the French delegation was attracted by Lord Cecil's
proposal and thought that the Committee on Arbitration and Security might accomplish good
work. The attitude adopted by the French delegation during the discussion of the draft
Convention on Financial Assistance showed that, in the French delegation's views, there was
room for progress to be made in the establishment of a system of measures destined to prevent
war. Nevertheless, he would ask for two modifications in regard to form. When the question
came before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, the French delegation would endeavour
to show that in certain respects the conception which had governed the preparation of the
Treaty should be broadened, and that principles other than those referred to in the German
proposal should be introduced. They did not wish it to be thought that they recognised the
value of this type of treaty unreservedly. Therefore he asked that, in the first paragraph,
the words " the value " should be replaced by " the interest ".

Similarly, in the third paragraph, since other principles had to be. taken into account,
it would be desirable to say " on the lines, inter alia, of the Treaty . . ."
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M. SATO (Japan) reminded the Committee that, when the draft Treaty had been submitted
by the German delegation, it was understood it should apply to a given region and not be of
a general character. It was on that understanding that the Japanese delegation had assisted
in its preparation.

Subsequently, the trend of the discussions had caused the draft to take the form of a model,
thus reducing the grounds for the Japanese delegation's misgivings. The Japanese delegation,
therefore, had not insisted on maintaining the regional character of this model Treaty.

The effect of Lord Cecil's proposal was to turn the draft Treaty into a general Treaty,
which should be signed by, at any rate, a large majority of the Members of the League.

If the question had only been one of a slight modification in drafting, there would possibly
have been no need to refer the draft Treaty to the Committee on Arbitration and Security,
but in that case the Japanese delegation would have found it very difficult to agree to such
a suggestion, because one could not, by slight drafting modifications, convert the draft Treaty
in question into a general Treaty. They had to consider what changes were absolutely necessary
*to constitute a draft general Treaty. This question would have to be thoroughly discussed
in the Committee on Arbitration and Security. He would be grateful to Lord Cecil for any
explanations he could give on the subject.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) shared the view of the Japanese delegate. When the text
of the Treaty had been drafted, -the Italian delegation had adhered thereto in a spirit of concili-
ation and on the supposition that it would be applied regionally. In order to make it universally
applicable, they could not limit themselves to transferring its provisions integrally into a general
convention.

Subject to this observation, the Italian delegation accepted Lord Cecil's proposal and
M. Massigli's amendments.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (Great Britain) was prepared to accept M. Massigli's first
amendment, which would change the word " value " to "importance ". With regard to
M. Massigli's second suggestion, Viscount Cecil did not think that anv change was needed in
the English version. It was not proposed -to establish a draft general Convention in exactly the
same words as the model Treaty or on the principles of that Treaty. The expression used
in the British resolution was " on-the lines of the Treaty ", but, in order to meet M. Massigli's
point, he was prepared -to alter this to read "on the general lines of the Treaty".

With reference to M. Sato's observations, he agreed that, when the Committee on
Arbitration and Security came to consider the Treaty, it could make whatever changes
it thought necessary, having in view the fact that the Treaty was now to be a general Treaty
and not a regional Treaty.

M. MASSIGLI (France) noted Lord Cecil's declaration and understood that the Committee
on Arbitration and Security would have complete latitude in regard to the elaboration of the
Treaty. IHe accepted the proposed amendments.

The amended resolution was adopted.

(The meeting rose at 12.55 p.m.).

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, September 19th, 1929, at 10 a. m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

17. Progress of the Work of She Preparatory Commisson for ih4e Disarmanment Conferen e.

The following draft resolution submitted by the British delegation was read :

" The Assembly:
" Being convinced that a progressive and general reduction of armaments is urgently

needed throughout the world:
" Expresses the hope that the Preparatory Commission will finish its labours at the

earliest possible moment;
" And considers that, in completing the draft Disarmalment Convention, it should

consider how far the following principles have been or ought to be adopted:

" (a) The application of the same principles to the reduction and limitation
of personnel and material whether in land, sea or air forces;

" (b) The limitation of the strength of a force either by limiting its numbers or
its period of training or both;



-73

"(c) The limitation of material either directle by enumeration or indirectly
by budgetary limitation or by both methods;

" (d) The recognition of a competent international authority to watch and
report upon the execution of the treaty."

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said that the Committee would recollect
that, during the very important debate in the Assembly on the report of the Secretary-General,
practically every speaker stressed the importance of disarmament. He was convinced that in
doing so they were the accurate interpreters of the feeling of the great majority of the
populations of the world. Every year he was more and more impressed with the intense desire
of these populations to see something effective done in the direction of the limitation and
reduction of armaments imposed upon the League by the Covenant.

Lord Cecil did not intend to argue the case for disarmament; that was familiar to every
member of the Committee. It was overwhelming both on the side of economy, on the side of
Treaty obligations, and most of all on the side of the maintenance and security of peace.
He would, however, permit himself to remark that disarmament was the only direct and
positive safeguard against the outbreak of war. Agreements as to arbitration and security
rested on the good faith of those who made them. They were a future safeguard, whereas
limitation and reduction of armaments would be a practical and definite achievement - a
cornerstone of the edifice of peace which the League was to erect.

The British resolution did not give any directions. It merely called attention to certain
points which seemed at the basis of the whole question, and asked for consideration of these points.
It would be for the Council and the Assembly to say what should be done with the report of
the Preparatory Commission, and, ultimately, for a Conference on Disarmament to deal with
it. It would limit the usefulness of the League of Nations if it were said that the Assembly had
no right to pass any resolution or make any suggestions in regard to the work being carried on by
the Preparatory Commission.

In asking the Committee to pay careful attention to the British proposal, he would -pay a
short review of the position.

In 1927 there was a meeting of the Preparatory Commission which drew up a draft treaty,
not dealing with the strength of any particular country, but laying down the broad principles
upon which disarmament might be carried out. That treaty had been read a first time. Various
suggestions and alterations had been made, and there were certain points on which agreement
could not be reached. Since then, something had been done for security. There was the cele-
brated resolution regarding Article 11. In addition, much work had been done in the direction
of arbitration.

He would sketch very shortly what had been done in the direction of the limitation and
reduction of armaments, since it was that to which he wished to draw particular attention.

With regard to the air arm, the broad general principles of reduction in aircraft were
established in 1927, and a number of resolutions designed to distinguish civil from military
aircraft were arrived at. Something had also been done towards the limitation of the personnel
of the air services. He did not think there had been any material advance, so far as the air arm
was concerned, since the spring of 1927.

With regard to the naval arm, the Committee would remember the unhappy difference of
opinion which arose in the spring of 1927 and the consequent deadlock and adjournment of the
question. So far as the Preparatory Commission was concerned, he thought he was right in
saying that nothing further had been done in this regard. But a great deal had been done
outside the Preparatory Commission and there had been one important statement, at any rate,
in the Preparatory Commission, by a representative of the United States of America. It was well
known that negotiations were going on outside and it was to be hoped that real advance was
being made. Any agreement reached would have to be considered in the first place by the
other naval Powers, and no doubt would ultimately come back to the Preparatory Commission,
to be made part of a general scheme of disarmament. It was very desirable that an agreement
on the naval side of the question should be reached, but it must not be imagined that a reduction
and limitation of naval armaments alone was going to be any security for peace. It might
help, but it would not ensure peace. If that were doubted, one had only to cast one's mind
back to the great wars of the last hundred years or more to find that, though in some cases the
navies concerned had played an important part, the bulk of the fighting had always been done
by the troops on land. This must necessarily be so, since, if it were wished to inflict a formidable
blow on the adversary, it was necessary to threaten or to advance into a country, which obviously
could not be done by naval forces.

It was vital to get a treaty satisfactory also on both the land and the air questions.
So far as the land arm was concerned, in so far as he had been able to gather from a perusal

of the Minutes, there did not appear to have been any material advance since the spring of 1927.
The provisions with regard to the limitation of the number of effectives and their period of service
remained, so far as he could see, just where they were. There had been no limitation of the mate-
rial to be used on land, and that was therefore in exactly the same position: it had not advanced
one inch, and perhaps an unfriendly critic might say that in some respects there had been a
retrogression from the spring of 1927.

He would mention three other subj ects which he said had always been treated separately.
One of them he had referred to already, the limitation of material. All agreed that on the

sea and in the air it was necessary to limit the material ; there had to be a limitation of the ships
and, to some extent at any rate, the guns, and there had also to be a limitation of the air forces.
No doubt4 the question of personnel hadwalso to belconsidered. The strength both in regard to
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the air and the sea depended primarily upon the ships and the aircraft, and these had accordingly
been limited, or it was proposed to limit them. He admitted, at any rate in the first instance, the
enormous importance of material in land warfare. It was not an extravagant possibility to
suggest that there would be seen, in future, great national armies still in existence, but they
would more and more depend for their strength upon material, and less upon the actual number
of soldiers. It was indeed quite possible that there would be an approximation of the conditions
of land warfare to the conditions of warfare by sea and by air. Therefore it went to the very
root of the matter to see whether material could be limited or not. He regarded that as by far
the most important subject the Preparatory Commission had to consider.

There were other subjects which were always dealt with more or less apart from the direct
limitation of the three arms.

There was the limitation of budgetary expenditure, as to which nothing had been done.
They were in exactly the same position as in the spring of 1927.

There was also the question of supervision, as to which it would perhaps be taking a
favourable view to say that nothing had been done.

Putting aside some small advances here and there, there had been almost no direct advance
in the Preparatory Commission on the question of armaments since the spring of 1927.

He was not, of course, dealing with arbitration, regarding which there had been a great
advance, but with the question of armaments itself.

This was not very encouraging, and, in view of the great appeal that had been made to the
Assembly for progress in this matter, he did not think they were wrong in considering whether
they could make any suggestions to the Preparatory Commission as to the possible lines which
might be examined or re-examined for their advance. This was really all that he proposed to
do by his resolution.

Lord Cecil then referred to the resolution paragraph by paragraph.
The Preamble set out the importance of the reduction of armaments, and paragraph 2

expressed the hope that the Preparatory Commission would finish its labours at the earliest pos-
sible moment. He imagined that there would be no difference of opinion on that.

Paragraph 3 stated:

". . . And considers that, in completing the draft Disarmament Convention, it
should consider how far the following principles have been or ought to be adopted."

Then followed four propositions which he thought it was essential to consider. He did not
say that a decision should be taken one way or the other, but the principles ought to be considered
if any satisfactory system of reduction and limitation of armaments were to be established.

The first proposition was one which he took from something that had constantly been
reiterated in the Preparatory Commission by the representatives of France:

" The application of the same principles to the reduction and limitation of personnel
and material, whether in land, sea or air forces. "

He thought that had always been important, and it had become more and more important
in view of the fact that there seemed a considerable probability of a reduction in material, or
at any rate, the acceptance of the principle of the reduction of material in sea and air forces.
It was evident that, if that principle were to be observed for sea and air forces, it would be for
consideration to see how far it could be extended to land armaments. Conversely, if and when
the Preparatory Commission arrived at a definite conclusion regarding the methods of limita-
tion of personnel effectives in land armaments, it was evident that it would have to consider
how far similar principles could be, and ought to be, applied to sea and air forces. He hoped
there would be no great controversy in regard to that point.

The second proposition was as follows:

"The limitation of the strength of a force, either by limiting its numbers or its period
of training or both."

It would be affectation for him to conceal the fact that this was likely to lead to a conside-
rable difference of opinion. It seemed to him to be a truism ; there were only two ways in which
to limit the effectives of a land force - or indeed the effectives of any force : one by limiting
its numbers direct, and the other by limiting its period of service. In each case it was a question
of which was the better method.

He had read very carefully the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission, and was not
satisfied that the subject had been exhausted. It was a matter which required still further
consideration, and he would merely suggest that, in any final system, that broad consideration
would have to be taken into account, otherwise it would be difficult to arrive at a plan which
would be effective in all respects.

With regard to the third proposition:

" The limitation of material, either directly by enumeration or indirectly by budgetary
limitation or by both methods ",

he frankly-admitted that he attached to it by far the greatest importance. This was a matter
regarding which he thought the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission seemed to be
somewhat unsatisfactory, or at any rate to require further consideration. He wished to remind
the Committee briefly what had happened. In the first place, the President of the Commission
had stated (document C.195.M.74.1929.IX, page 177, fourth line):

" The first point which appears indisputable is that the Commission is unanimous
in expressing the desire that there should be a limitation and a reduction of war material. "
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Knowing -the extreme accuracy and care which M. Politis always displayed, he had no
doubt that that was an accurate statement of the feeling of the Commission - they were
unanimous in desiring a limitation and reduction of war material. Nevertheless, after prolonged
discussion, the following draft resolution was submitted (same document, page 179, last para-
graph) :

"The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference:
" Having rejected the system of direct limitation of material in service and in stock 
" Having noted that the system of indirect limitation [limitation of the expenditure

on material] did not meet with general assent :
" Decides that the limitation and reduction of material must be sought e o t by means

of publicity of expenditure, which will be dealt with in examining Article DA* of the
text adopted at the first reading."

He ventured to ask every member of the Committee whether they thought that really
was a satisfactory positi in which to leave a greatory question of this kind. The Preparatory
Commission had begun by saying that it agreed that there ought to be a limitation and reduction
of material, and after consideration had decided that there was no practical method of
achieving this except by publication. He could not help feeling that the Committee would
be doing less than its duty if it did not suggest to the Preparatory Commission that a further
effort should be made to see whether a conclusion could not be reached on a question which,
on their own showing, was profoundly unsatisfactory. He felt that the Committee would be
failing in its duty if it did not press upon the Preparatory Commission the further consideration
of this matter. If the only result of the work were to be a draft treaty which expressly excluded
any reduction or limitation of material, the League of Nations would be offering to a hungering
world not bread but a stone. Whatever else happened to his resolution, he hoped the Committee
would agree to ask the Preparatory Commission to reconsider the question of the reduction hof
material.

As to the fourth proposition:

" The recognition of a competent international authority to watch and report upon
the execution of the treaty ",

he did not suggest any particular form of supervision. This matter had not been considered
at all by the Preparatory Commission, but he felt satisfied that to establish a disarmament
treaty without providing for supervision in some form would be to offer a very incomplete
solution of the problem which had been committed to the Preparatory Commission.

He made a strong appeal to the representatives of the Powers with great land armies.
No organ of the League of Nations could impose upon any single Power anything which it
refused to accept. The Powers could not be compelled: it was for them to decide. He desired,
for his part, frankly to acknowledge the great work which had been done by the representatives
of France. It was to them more than to any other Power that the world owed the existence
of the Preparatory Commission. He recognised most gladly the open-minded way in which
they had approached the problems of arbitration. He made no comparison between one
Power and another, but in that respect the French Government and the French people had
no cause to fear any comparison. Every one knew the part they had played, with other Powers,
in the elaboration of the Treaty of Locarno and of the Pact of Paris. These were great services;
and it would be the most profound disappointment if, by any action, they should create an
impression that they were reluctant in the cause of disarmament itself. He did not believe
that would happen. He hoped they would allow him to say, as a convinced and almost
passionate believer in the importance of this cause, that he relied not less on their help than
on the help of any other nation.

M. LOUDON (President of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference)
said that he thought all the members of the Committee would agree with him that for the cause
of the reduction of armaments nothing could have been more welcome than the return to the
Committee of that great champion of the cause whose absence had been felt as much in the
present Committee as in the Preparatory Commission, where it was particularly felt. It was
therefore quite natural that, as President of the Preparatory Commission, he should pay a
tribute to Lord Cecil, whose speech had proved once more -that he could always be reckoned
upon as an enthusiastic and active collaborator.

The draft resolution submitted by Lord Cecil expressed in the first place the hope that
the Preparatory Commission would terminate its work as soon as possible. He had no doubt
that they would all agree there. From the outset they had made every effort to speed up
the work, and he (M. Loudon), as President of the Preparatory Commission, had done all he
possibly could in this regard. No one could deny that much had already been accomplished.
The ground had been greatly cleared and agreements concluded on several important points.
Other agreements had been reserved for the next meeting, which would no doubt be the
last. As for some points involving conflicting principles which appeared irreconcilable, the
Commission had realised that it would have to leave these on one side for the moment.

The Preparatory Commission had realised that, in preparing for the work of the Disarma-
ment Conference, it ought not to regard this Conference as unique, but merely as a first conference
which would be followed by many others. What could not be obtained to-day could no doubt
be obtained to-morrow.

On several occasions - here, as in the Preparatory Commission - he (M. London) had
said - and this was admitted to-day by all the Governments - that it was impossible to
arrive at a final settlement until an agreement had been concluded on the question of naval
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disarmament. That agreement, according to what had been said the other day from the
tribune of the Assembly by Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, was in process of realisation. It was
perfectly natural that the two Powers which had the largest fleets should come to an agreement
first. The result of their negotiations would then be discussed by the other Powers most
nearly affected : France, Italy and Japan; and the Preparatory Commission was impatiently
awaiting the submission of the result of those negotiations of the Five Powers so that it could
be considered in a fuller discussion, in which other countries would take part, which countries,
although their forces were relatively small and much inferior as compared with those of the
great Powers, were nevertheless closely interested in the matter.

M. Loudon was therefore of opinion that the first part of the resolution submitted by
Lord Cecil applied much more to the great naval Powers Great Britain and the United States
of America than to the Preparatory Commission itself.

As regards the second point in the resolution, Lord Cecil said that the Preparatory Com-
mission ought to examine to what extent four great principles had been or should be adopted. He
(M. Loudon) fully appreciated the considerations which had weighed with the British delegate
and largely shared them. He had been somewhat painfully surprised, however, to see that
the second part of the resolution contained an undeserved criticism of the work of the Preparatory
Commission.

Very briefly reviewing the position of the work of the Preparatory Commission with regard
to those four points, M. Loudon said that the first point related to the application of the same
principles to the reduction and limitation of the effectives and material of the land, naval
and air forces. With regard to effectives, these same principles had already been adopted
for the land and air forces ; as for the naval forces, the British delegation was undecided, but
the question had inevitably to be held over until the principal naval Powers had come to an
agreement. Since the principle had now been laid down by the British delegation itself -
as they were happy to note from Lord Cecil's formula he had no doubt that the Preparatory
Commission would adopt the same conditions for the limitation of naval effectives as had
been adopted in the case of the other effectives.

As regards material, he admitted that he had difficulty in following Lord Cecil. These
three categories of material- land, naval and air - had appeared hitherto to be too different
to be governed by the same principles.

As for point (b), relating to the limitation of forces either by numbers or by periods of
service or by these two methods combined, he said that there again limitation by numbers
had been adopted, but that it had seemed to the Preparatory Commission to be difficult to
limit the periods of training - i.e., the length of service in the land forces, without also
limiting it in the naval and air forces. This point would no doubt be dealt with at the next
meeting of the Preparatory Commission, especially as it was the subject of an article of the draft
Convention.

He thoroughly understood Lord Cecil's motives in submitting point (c) : limitation of
material, either directly by enumeration or indirectly by budgetary limitation, or by both
these methods simultaneously. At its meeting on May 4th last, after considerable discussion,
the Preparatory Commission had adopted by 22 votes to 2, with 1 abstention, a draft resolution
submitted by the delegations of France and the United States of America to the effect that
" the limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of publicity of expenditure ".
This resolution, born of a spirit of accommodation equally marked among the protagonists of
two entirely opposed conceptions, could not be discarded without re-opening a discussion
which was bound to revive differences of opinion and considerably delay the consummation,
so much desired, of the work of the Preparatory Commission. It would be perilous to re-open
the discussion unless they were all in agreement, which did not seem to be the case.

The fourth point dealt with recognition of a competent international authority which
should supervise the execution of the treaty and report on the subject. This question had been
adjourned, but the Preparatory Commission fully intended to deal with it at its next session.

The President of -the Preparatory Commission wished to emphasise the enormous progress
which had been made by the Commission during its last session. Mutual concessions had been
made on essentially important points, the spirit of the Paris Pact had pervaded their discussions,
outspokenness had prevailed -" cards on the table ", as had been said- and the spirit of
accommodation shown by many members, thanks to the remarkable initiative of the United
States, was a good augury for the success of the coming session, which must be the final one
before the General Disarmament Conference was summoned. In such circumstances, he did
not think they need be anxious regarding the progress of the work of the Preparatory Commission.

Reverting to Lord Cecil's draft resolution, he would like to emphasise that, as the British
delegate himself had said, the Assembly could make whatever recommendation it liked. He
thought, however, that it would be treading on delicate ground to recommend that a Commission,
constituted by the Council under Article 8 of the Covenant and comprising Members not only
of the League but other States which were not Members, should re-open discussion on a question
such as war material, which had already, with such great trouble, been decided.

Would it not be better for the Preparatory Commission to take its own decision rather
than be obliged to accept now - for it would be a case of, at least, moral coercion - a procedure
which might be inconvenient when it next met ?

His main fear was that Lord Cecil's proposal would involve considerable delay when the
Preparatory Commission held its next meeting, and that when, with settlement achieved on
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the naval question, it would be trying to speed up its work as much as possible so that -the
Council could fix the date of the Disarmament Conference, even though its programme, in the
form of a Convention, was not as complete as might be wished.

Lord Cecil might perhaps agree to amend his draft slightly. Whatever might be decided
in regard to it, he thought he could safely assume that the British delegate would trust the
Preparatory Commission to carry out the task devolving upon it, more especially as he himself
would happily be resuming his seat on the Commission. - He thought he was voicing the views
of the whole Committee in thanking Lord Cecil very warmly for the fresh impulse he wished
to give to its deliberations. He need have no anxiety, as the Preparatory Commission, with
the visible support now accorded by those Powers most interested, would know how to respond
to the urgent appeal which had been made to it, not only by the League of Nations, but by the
whole world.

M. MAssIGLI (France) said that the lucid and authoritative statement they had just heard
from M. London, President of the Preparatory Commission, practically dispensed him from
speaking. In view, however, of the touching appeal and the tribute Lord Cecil had paid to
France - for which the French delegation was very grateful - for the share she had taken
in the work of disarmament, he felt bound to express his thanks to the British delegate and
at the same time to explain why he feared leat the proposed resolution would lead the Committee
along a bad road.

He did not wish to touch on the principles of the resolution; he would only point out
why, in the interests of a speedy conclusion of the work of the Preparatory Commission, they
should beware of following the method proposed and of giving to the Commission, if not
definite instructions, at least suggestions, which might place it, as M. Loudon had said, in a
very embarrassing situation.

He would not try to base his arguments on procedure, which in such circumstances was
an untrustworthy guide, although it frequently supplied very handy references for maintaining
a proper course. It might well be asked, however, whether, just when the Commission had
adjourned one session and was shortly about to resume its work, advice as to the lines on which
that work should be pursued was opportune.

It was the unanimous wish that the Preparatory Commision should terminate its work
as soon as possible. The whole world was waiting impatiently, and none shared this impatience
more than the members of the Commission itself. He wondered, however, whether the
difficulties and delays which the Commission had encountered were due solely to technical
complications and differing degrees of goodwill manifested by Governments, or whether it
was not in fact the changes of method introduced in the course of the work on disarmament
which were partially responsible.

He did not wish to go too far back or to recall the old days of the Treaty of Mutual
Assistance ; he was, however, justified in reminding them that, under Article 17 of the Protocol
of 1924, June 1925 had been fixed for the opening of the Disarmament Conference. Without
making further allusion to the Protocol, he thought they should enquire whether its perspective
had not made Governments more cautious and more apprehensive, and had not led them
to venture only with extreme prudence on very delicate ground, particularly as questions of
security were involved, in regard to which, as Lord Cecil had just said, great progress had not
been made since that date.

However that might be, they had got to work. In 1926 and 1927, the Preparatory Com-
mission had met, and in 1927 it had come up against the naval difficulty. For two years it
had been marking time, and, despite the explicit recommendations of the 1927 Assembly, it
had failed to make any progress in the field of security, though this would undoubtedly have
helped it immensely in its work.

Notwithstanding this, the Commission had met in the previous spring without waiting
for the naval problem to be settled; it had made appreciable progress on a certain number
of points, and had revised texts on which, for the first time, almost complete unanimity had
been secured.

Now, however, while waiting for the Commission to resume its interrupted sittings, they
were asked to tell it that it must deal with certain specific points. He would like to remind
them that the Commission had dealt with these points; a mountain of Minutes proved it,
and the recommendation was therefore pointless. Without wishing in any way to prejudge
the decisions to be taken by the Preparatory Commission if such question were directly sub-
mitted to it, the French delegate was bound to say that he could not associate himself with
the invitation proposed, which was almost in the nature of a command.

The texts that the Commission had drawn up were compromise texts, framed after long
discussion and then recast and chopped about in every direction. The Commission had decided
to accept them because, in the present state of affairs, they seemed to be the only texts that
might lead to a solution.

Lord Cecil had appealed for France's co-operation; he thought he might remind Lord
Cecil of what had just happened in regard to one of the questions which he had most closely
at heart. In connection with the indirect limitation of material, the delegate of France had
had occasion to make an appeal - almost an entreaty - to the Commission in its last session.
His lead had not been followed. Ought he then to have said : " There is no agreement, so we
must stay where we are " ? In other words, ought they to have gone on having texts in two
columns, or was it not better to compromise in order to agree upon a single text ? He had
compromised, and he thought the Commission had realised the spirit in which he had done so,
for the Franco-American resolution had been adopted (as they had already been reminded)
by 22 votes against 2, with 1 abstention.
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It was quite true that, since then, one of the Governments represented on the Commission
had changed its attitude, but was that a sufficient reason for asking the Commission to re-open
the whole question ? It would be a very dangerous precedent -to set, because no Government
was eternal. If, when the Commission came to the third reading, some other Government
had changed, a new delegate might in turn ask for the agreement to be reconsidered.

The Commission had indeed made but little progress, but he would like to recall what
M. Politis had said at the close of its proceedings. The difficulty was to make a beginning;
they had taken the first step, and, once a first Convention was agreed to, they would get on
faster. M. Politis had said: "The half is the beginning of the whole ". He thought they might
even say that the quarter was the beginning of the half.

There was another reason, to which M. Loudon had referred, for not re-opening the
discussion : some of the members of the Preparatory Commission who had played an important
and even preponderant part in its work were not represented on the Third Committee. Seeing
that allusion had been made to the question of the limitation of material, he might remind
them that it was precisely the attitude of one of those members that had led the French
delegation, in a spirit of compromise, to abandon the view it had upheld. It was a matter
of loyalty - and loyalty was probably the best policy - to say that it is impossible to go
back here in the slightest degree upon the agreement that had been secured.

What would happen ? The Preparatory Commission would meet. Lord Cecil, with all
the weight of his brilliance and authority, would ask for the discussion to be re-opened; the
Commission would very quickly be able to see whether in the present situation, with the
instructions that the representatives of Governments had received, there was any point in
doing so. It would make its decision. If it refused to re-open the debate, it would report
to the Council on the work accomplished. To this report would be appended the statements
of policy of the different Governments, and the Council would know the position. If the
Commission agreed to re-open the matter, the work would begin again, but it was doubtful
whether it would proceed very fast or very far.

To sum up the matter, it was because Lord Cecil's proposal involved a change of method
that, much as he regretted it, he could not accept that proposal. The French delegation stood
to what had been agreed: the Preparatory Commission was to finish its work as soon as
possible. One of the first items on its agenda was that very question of supervision which
bulked so largely in the mind of the British representative. The Commission would meet as
soon as it was called upon to consider the naval problem, because, as Lord Cecil and M. Loudon
had reminded them, it lay with the Preparatory Commission to take the ultimate decision
in regard to naval armaments, in the same way as in regard to land and air armaments.

Lord Cecil had made an impressive appeal to France to help on the work of disarmament.
He had paid a tribute to the activities of M. Paul-Boncour; those activities and the devotion
of the French delegation to the cause were not open to doubt. The question was whether
they could serve the cause better by seeking extreme solutions - trying to go straight to the
goal and achieve the idea at once - or by contenting themselves with what was for the time
being possible. The Preparatory Commission had worked methodically from the known to
the unknown and it was in that spirit that the French delegation hoped to be able to continue
to collaborate with the British delegation.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that he did not intend at the present stage of the
discussion to enter into all the details of the question of disarmament. He recollected that
on one occasion M. Paul-Boncour - whom the Committee regretted not to see among them
any longer - had said that, when a member of the Committee got up to speak, everyone knew
quite well, after four years of discussion, what he was going to say.

The position had been changed by the earnest appeal of Lord Cecil, whom they were all
glad to see with them once again. This appeal presented the opportunity to review the work
which had so far been accomplished. Disarmament was an essential question for the League
of Nations and it was in disarmament that the nations placed their most ardent hopes. The
nations certainly did not share the view expressed that day with regard to the work of the
Preparatory Commission. No nation was satisfied with the progress made.

At the end of the last session of the Preparatory Commission, he had made a statement,
on behalf of his Government, in which it recognised that, while the principle of an appreciable
reduction of naval armaments seemed to be generally approved, this was not the case in regard
to land or -air forces, which, under the present draft, would escape all reduction.

A convention established on this basis would only afford an illusory solution which the
German Government, as stated by the Chancellor at the last session of the Assembly, could
not accept, because it would not bring about any appreciable reduction in the excessive
armaments of the present day and would not be in accordance with the principles of the Treaties
and of the Covenant. He had therefore felt obliged to leave to the majority of the Commission
the sole responsibility for the preparation of the Conference. He expressed the hope, however,
that at this Conference the Governments would adopt a more enlightened attitude and would
give their delegates instructions which would enable an effective reduction of armaments to
be brought about.

The German Government was still of 'the same opinion. Reference had been made to the
unanimous decisions taken. He did not think that any important decision had been adopted
unanimously. There were certain agreements, but they were not sufficient to make it possible
to draw up a satisfactory convention. A convention on the basis recommended by the
Preparatory Commission would really resolve itself into a convention of mutual assistance
against disarmament for ten years.
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The German Government was of opinion that a convention worthy of that name must deal
with four points: effectives with the colours, reserves, material in service and material in stock.

The German attitude in regard to trained reserves did not appear to be rightly understood:
that attitude had been exaggerated. It had been made out that Germany was demanding
the abolition of trained reserves by a radical change in the military organisations of the various
countries. The German Government fully realised that this would be impossible, but it did
not see why these essential forces should be left out of account in a disarmament convention,
or why the duration of military service could not be reduced, the number of reserves and their
period of training limited. This limitation could be indirectly obtained by various means
without changing the military system of the different countries. It could be done by reducing
the annual contingent, the number of professional soldiers, the material.

The question of material was of the greatest importance, yet the Preparatory Commission
had decided to do nothing in the matter; it had even expressly rejected all the valuable
suggestions for dealing with the problem of material which had been submitted. The German
delegation had proposed that the Powers should renounce air warfare and the dropping of
bombs by aircraft, - without any result.

The work of the Preparatory Commission, therefore, was not satisfactory - far from it.
The German Government hoped that it would be revised by the Conference. Lord Cecil had
that day asked that it should be revised beforehand by -the Preparatory Commission. He
probably thought that, if this Commission did not reach unanimous agreement before the
Conference met, the latter would not achieve its purpose. It was a matter of indifference to
him (Count Bernstorff) whether this revision was done by the one or the other, but it was
necessary. M. Sato had said that a fifth or sixth reading of the draft in the Preparatory
Commission might possibly be required. Without going so far as that, he thought that the
British proposal could be accepted, because the Conference would be able to do better work
if the differences of opinion which existed at present were not so great.

He was therefore prepared to comply with the earnest appeal of Lord Cecil, who had thus
given further proof of his zeal for the cause of disarmament, which was the essential task of the
League.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that he agreed with the views and conclusions of M. Loudon
and M. Massigli.

Everything that had been decided by the Preparatory Commission was the result of the
work of several organisations - the Committee of the Council, Sub-Commission A and the
Preparatory Commission - on all of which had sat Government delegates. The questions
raised in the draft resolution submitted to the Committee had been discussed at great length
and had been the subject of very careful examination.

At first sight, agreement had appeared to be impossible. Then, when Governments made
the maximum concessions possible, their conflicting points of view were gradually reconciled.
The desires, the hopes and the recommendations contained in this resolution had been formulated
on many occasions; they had been brought to the knowledge of the Governments and had
been taken into consideration by them, so far as was consistent with their duties and
responsibilities. At the present time, it could be said that a large majority of the Preparatory
Commission, after extremely protracted and detailed discussion, had succeeded in reaching
agreement on a certain number of proposals concerning the methods to be employed for the
limitation and reduction of land and air armaments. If that agreement could be followed
by an understanding with regard to naval armaments, it would be possible to convene the
Disarmament Conference.

If an attempt were now made to re-open questions on which agreement had been reached,
the solution of the problem would be delayed rather than advanced.

The question was how to negotiate the first step. Those who considered that
the preliminary draft, as submitted, was inadequate would have every opportunity of placing
their arguments before the Conference. But it would be extremely dangerous to issue new
instructions to the Preparatory Commission. He did not think it possible to do any more -
or anything better - than what had already been done.

Lord Cecil had said that the results obtained since 1927 were really discouraging. Count
Bernstorff had also made very severe criticisms. The speaker might remind them that several
members of the Commission, however, including some of the most distinguished delegates
who had participated in the work, held another view. One of them had admitted that, in
the very difficult domain of land and air armaments, they might congratulate themselves
on the considerable progress achieved.

He was not at all easy about the proposal that had been laid before the Committee. He
would not discuss Count Bernstorff's paradox that the draft Convention, as conceived by the
Preparatory Commission, would be "a treaty of mutual assistance against disarmament ",
but he wished to repeat that, if they re-opened discussions that had been closed, they would
have to shoulder a grave responsibility if public opinion was once again subjected to illusion.

M. SATO (Japan) said that he entirely shared the opinion of the President of the
Preparatory Commission.

He then noted that the draft resolution submitted by the British delegation contained
four fundamental principles on which the Preparatory Disarmament Commission was to work.
The last of these four principles had, however, been expressly reserved for discussion by the
Preparatory Commission at its next session. In these circumstances, he did not see any use
in mentioning the matter again.

With regard to the first three points, the draft resolution said that the Preparatory
Commission would have to consider to what extent these points ought to be adopted. But these
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points had already been the subject of complicated and lengthy discussions in the Commission
itself. After a thorough exchange of views and after mutual concessions, often secured at
considerable cost, they had finally succeeded in surmounting numerous difficulties and in
reaching agreement. The effect of the adoption of the British proposal would be -to re-open
the debate and jeopardise all the results obtained.

If the Preparatory Commission had not already accomplishedna great deal along the very
precise lines indicated by -the Council; if appreciable results hadjnot already been achieved;
if, consequently, they were at the beginning of their task and not somewhere near the end
of it, the Assembly might naturally have laid down certain principles to guide -the future
activities of the Preparatory Commission. But, as matters stood, he was very doubtful as
to the advisability of departing, to any considerable extent, from the methods hitherto followed,
since the results secured after so much effort would be endangered. That, he -thought, might
seriously compromise the further success of their labours. The weight of these considerations
was, he thought, increased by the fact that several distinguished members of the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission were not with them in the Third Committee. Would it not be rather
awkward if they changed their method of work without consulting those members ?

He was also afraid that the adoption of the proposal would produce a result entirely contrary
to its object, namely, " the hope that the Preparatory Commission would terminate its work
as soon as possible ". If -the work of the Preparatory Commission were delayed, there would
also be delay in convening the first Disarmament Conference, on which public opinion placed
great hopes in view of the work already accomplished by the Preparatory Commission.

For these various reasons, he would prefer to allow the Preparatory Commission to continue
on those lines along which it had already made great progress. The Japanese delegation
would not therefore be able to agree with the British proposal.

He wished to add a few words on the important point touched upon by Lord Cecil in his
explanations. He referred to the passage in which Lord Cecil had said that in the question
of naval disarmament a great deal of progress had already been made and enormous difficulties
overcome, whereas in the question of land and air disarmament, very little had been done
up to the present.
- He fully shared Lord Cecil's regrets on this point, and reminded the Committee that he

had already referred to this point at the last session of the Preparatory Commission, at which
he had declared:

" It seems to me that we should compare the progress of our work in connection
with naval armaments and other categories of armaments. As regards the reduction
of naval armaments, we are in a very fortunate position; in that we know that it has
already entered partly into the domain of practical realisation, more particularly as the
outcome of the Washington Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armaments. Since
-then we have several times had occasion to make a detailed examination of this question:
for example, at the Three Power Naval Conference at Geneva . . "

He now had to add to the above a new fact : the negotiations then being conducted in
London between the British and United States Governments, after which it was expected that
a Naval Conference would be convened. He availed himself of the opportunity to express
his Government's good wishes and sincere hope that these preliminary conversations between
the two Governments would be successful and lead to the convening of a Naval Conference.

He continued the reference to his previous speech:

" As regards the reduction of air and land armaments, however, we are only at the
beginning of our investigations. Indeed, at any rate so far as international matters are
concerned, we are still without practical experience, even though the greater number
of countries, spontaneously and in the free exercise of their sovereign rights, have effected
considerable reductions in their land forces."

These considerations had led him to a conclusion quite different to that of Lord Cecil,
to the effect that:

"It seems only logical that we should feel obliged to take into account the special
situation of each country when we come to determine the elements to which reduction
is to apply in the matter of air and land armaments, and we must also confine ourselves
for the present to laying down broad general principles which will secure the acceptance
of as many States as possible."

His Government had confirmed his own conclusion. Only a short space of time had
passed, and, in spite of changes in the social and political conditions of the world, he had not
noticed any new facts that would lead him to alter his opinion.

The Japanese Government therefore maintained its attitude; something must be done
as soon as possible, but whatever was done must be easy and practicable. They must not
hope to do everything at the first attempt.

The discussion was adjourned until the following meeting.

(The meeting rose at 1.5 p.m.)


