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NINTH MEETING

Held on Friday, September 20th, 1929, at 10 a.mn.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

18. Communications of Importance to tale Working of the League of Nations in Times of
Emergency. Facilities to be granted to Aircraft. Adoption of a Draft Resolution.
Designation of a Rapporteur.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by the German, French and
Japanese delegations:

"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 ;

" Trusting that this work will be completed as soon as possible, in order that the results
may be submitted for the examination of Governments:

"Requests the Council, as soon as the work of the International Air Navigation Com-
mission is completed, to have a study made, possibly by the Committee on Arbitration
and Security, of the requisite measures to ensure that aircraft engaged in transport of
importance to the working of the League of Nations may be free in times of emergency to
fly in such a way and over such territory as may be necessary for the carrying out of their
mission ; the Secretariat and the Governments having come to an agreement beforehand as
to the rules to be observed and the normal routes to be followed, and as to any departures
therefrom."

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said this draft was the result of a compromise, and thanked
other delegations for the spirit of conciliation which they had shown.

The German delegation thought that the essential point was that the question should be
studied bythe League of Nations and, in particular, that provision should be made for derogations
from existing rules, if necessary. In times of emergency, certain alterations might be made,
particularly in the case of the routes to be followed.

The draft resolution was adopted.

M. CASSIN (France) was appointed Rapporteur to the Assembly for this question.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) reminded the Committee that the Spanish delegate had declared,
at the last session of the Preparatory Commission, that his Government would regard with
favour the creation of an international air fleet, to be placed at the disposal of the Council for
the maintenance of peace. This statement was the result of a letter received from the President
of the International League of Airmen. This air fleet would not be intended for the enforcement
of sanctions, but would merely serve the cause of peace. He asked M. Cobian whether this fleet
could not be utilised to ensure independent communications for the League of Nations both in
normal times and in times of emergency.

M. COBIAN (Spain) thanked M. Loudon for having reminded them of this suggestion. For
reasons indicated at the session of the Preparatory Commission, and because he thought that
this question went beyond the Third Committee's terms of reference, he did not formulate any
distinct proposal. He thought, however, that this idea, when studied and developed, would
serve the cause of peace.

For the present, the proposal only contemplated a purely civilian air fleet - which did
not mean that the Council might not later employ it for other purposes - intended to ensure
communications for the Council and other organs of the League of Nations, and to fulfil peaceful
missions, transmit documents and carry out enquiries required by the Council.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said he noted these statements with satisfaction. He had also
observed, in the report to the Assembly, that enquiries had been conducted with a view to
improving the aerodrome at Geneva. He hoped that these studies would be continued
by the Committee for Communications and Transit and that the latter would be able to
propose a definite solution the following year.

The CHAIRMAN said that these statements would be mentioned in the Minutes.

19. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference
(continuation).

M. LANGE (Norway) reminded the Committee that Count Bernstorff had said, on the pre-
vious day, that, when a member of the Committee rose, the others knew in advance what he was
going to say. He also remembered that his master, Ernest Lavisse, wrote, in the latter days
of his life, " I keep on saying the same thing ".
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It was a very serious omen for the cause of disarmament that they should be obliged, year
after year, to hoe the same row. Were they, that year, in an appreciably better position than in
the year before ? There were three new factors :

The Paris Pact had come into force and, if it meant anything at all, it meant that they must
reduce armaments because States had undertaken not to go to war.

Agreements for the settlement of disputes by pacific and juridical means had increased in
number. Several States had, on the previous day, signed the Optional Clause. A tradition
was gradually becoming established among States to settle their disputes by pacific means, and
already, whenever a dispute arose, all eyes turned to Geneva. It was to be hoped that this
tendency would gather ever-increasing momentum.

Thirdly, there was the possibility of a naval agreement. The hope that such an agreement
would be reached had been expressed in 1928 in an Assembly resolution, and the Norwegian
Government sincerely welcomed this possibility.

It had, however, instructed him to express grave apprehension with regard to the other
aspects of the reduction of armaments, particularly land armaments. These apprehensions
had found expression - in a discreet form - in the resolution submitted by Lord Cecil.

The Assembly had referred the work of the Preparatory Commission to the Committee.
They ought therefore to discuss the report on the progress of its work. The President of the
Preparatory Commission had requested the delegates to interfere as little as possible with the
methods of work hitherto followed. If, however, the manner in which the preparatory work
was being conducted involved serious risk, ought they not to express their misgivings ?

It was possible to be over-discreet. When, in the Preparatory Commission, a vote was
taken on certain questions at second reading, it would perhaps be unwise for the Third Committee
to lay down other guiding principles, but Lord Cecil's draft referred to questions which had not
yet been discussed at second reading. Could they not at least adopt certain recommendations
on the point, and explain to the Preparatory Commission the direction on which they would
like to see its work progress ?

It was a great pity that the question of trained reserves had been omitted from the Prepa-
ratory Commission's Draft for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, There was, however
one effective and very obvious way in which they could reduce trained reserves, i.e., by decreasing
the annual contingent and the total period of military service. In some countries - in Norway
and Switzerland, for instance - the annual contingent was reduced every year by means of
very stringent medical inspection. It should also be mentioned - for the question of principle
involved was very important - that in certain countries young recruits were offered the choice
between military and civil service when they conscientiously objected to serving in the armed
forces.

He thought that the last paragraph of Lord Cecil's draft was of capital importance. They
had been careful to point out last year, in an Assembly resolution, that the limitation to be laid
down in the Convention on the Reduction of Armaments would be only a first stage, and that
further stages would follow closely. If that were to happen, the machinery referred to by Lord
Cecil in the last paragraph of his resolution must be something more than a supervisory organ -
it must be capable of following progress in the field of armaments and of formulating
suggestions for subsequent reductions.

They were here in a new domain, both from the technical and juridical points of view : they
would have to gain experience. He therefore ventured to offer one observation on this subject.
In a speech the tenor of which he approved, Count Bernstorff seemed to imply that the Conven-
tion to be concluded would remain in force for a period of ten years. Article 8 of the Covenant,
however, laid down that the ten years' period was a maximum.

The first step would naturally be on a small scale. In order that public opinion should not
be too deeply disappointed, they should expressly state that the first step would shortly be
followed by others, and should then lay down in the Convention that there would be, on certain
conditions, progressive reduction, the speed of which reductions might be accelerated.

Chapter III of the draft adopted at first reading expressly laid down the limitation of
budgetary expenditure. He had already had occasion to say a few words on that subject last year.
At the present time, he would merely insist on the fact that, in a Convention for the limitation
of armaments, they should not leave the budgetary question untouched. Such a limitation would,
so to speak, ensure the all-round efficacy of the Convention, in preventing competition in arma-
ments, arrested at one point, from breaking out at another. The Washington Convention on
Naval Armaments had only provided for the limitation of capital ships. Rivalry had arisen in
the matter of cruisers. Such result would always happen unless they took special precautions,
because, unfortunately, behind the organisation of national defence there were certain
unscrupulous elements - they had recently had proof of the fact - seeking to stir up trouble
and, by stampeding the public, to create competition in armaments in spheres yet uncontrolled.

He wished to reply again to an objection they heard very frequently to the limitation of
expenditure, namely, that they could not compare the expenditure of the various countries.
What they had in view was, not a comparison between countries, but simply the comparison
of the amounts expended by a given country year after year. The total expenditure of a State
showed, in the first place what that State thought was necessary to maintain its military status,
and in the second place, what it felt it could spend for that purpose. It would be an extremely
important task to enlighten public opinion and to show what a mistake it was to believe that
military expenditure was an absolute gauge of the military force of a country. Moreover,
preparatory work of the very highest value had been accomplished by experts in this direction and
a whole body of technical material was available which could certainly be utilised.
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He wished to emphasise two points: the possibility of progressive reduction and the
necessity of mentioning in the resolution, in some form or other, the importance of budgetary
limitation.
i He said that public opinion throughout the world was extremely alarmed at the state
of the League's work in regard to disarmament. People were asking what the difficulties could
really be. If, in the long run, the League failed in its great task, he thought that public opinion
would never admit that this was owing to technical reasons.

He knew that, under the guise of technical questions, there might be certain political
considerations of he highest importance. But, on re-reading the Minutes of the Preparatory
Commission, he noticed that technical questions had played so prominent a part that he
wondered whether there had not been too strong a tendency to put in the very foreground
the individual interests of each State when, in reality, there was only one interest, common
to all, the supreme interest of the League of Nations itself. So long as rivalries in armaments
endured, the pacifying system of the League of Nations could never work in really serious
cases. It was not an exaggeration to say that, if the present system of armaments continued
for another ten years, they were undoubtedly going to be involved in war.

M. SOKAL (Poland) said he wished to offer a few observations.
He thought they might conclude, from the manner in which the question inscribed on

the agenda had been worded, that the aim was to make it possible for the Assembly, and more
particularly the Third Committee, to discuss the whole problem of disarmament and security,
in close connection with the progress of the work of the Preparatory Commission. They could
not, however, deduce from that that the Third Committee had been invited to pass in review
the partial results obtained by the Preparatory Commission.

He thought that a detailed analysis of these results should not lead to resolutions which
might be interpreted as instructions to the Preparatory Commission to alter the methods of
its work and the results already achieved. Otherwise, the Third Committee would become
a sort of court of appeal in regard to the decisions of the Preparatory Commission.

That Commission had been given definite terms of reference by the Council, and it was
sincerely endeavouring to fulfil its duties. Nor did it consider that it had terminated its work.
Moreover, according to the method followed in similar cases which had always been advocated
by the British delegates, the results obtained by any given Conference or Commission could
only be usefully discussed on the basis of a report. The Preparatory Commission had expressly
decided not to submit a report until after the close of its - at present suspended - session.

He therefore accepted every form of discussion on the whole problem of disarmament
and security in connection with the present state of the Preparatory Commission's work;
but he was extremely doubtful as to the desirability of issuing new instructions to the
Preparatory Commission at this juncture, particularly with regard to the points on which
solutions which were acceptable to the great majority of countries had, with great difficulty,
been reached.

It appeared that, when Count Bernstorff had endeavoured to bring into question the
results already attained, it seemed that he hoped to transform the minority in the Preparatory
Commission into a majority in the Third Committee. Although this result was im possible,
they ought not even to admit that such a double procedure should be theoretically possible,
particularly as certain countries which had actively co-operated in the work of the Preparatory
Commission were not represented in the Third Committee.

Under its terms of reference, the Preparatory Commission was called upon to prepare
rapidly a draft Convention on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments. The duty of the
Third Committee was to expedite as far as possible the work of the Preparatory Commission
and to avoid any action which might uselessly complicate its task. If they adopted the
suggestions of the delegate of Germany, it was to be feared a new start would have to be made.

He was sure that world public opinion demanded above all a positive agreement, and
realised that, in the first stage of disarmament, they could not attain a final and complete
solution. It would be better to have at an early date a Convention which might not be perfect
but which could at least be accepted and ratified by all, or almost all, countries.

They must now await the results of the proposed Conference between the five naval
Powers and resume their labours as soon as possible after it. He hoped that the Third
Committee would encourage the Preparatory Commission in the heavy task that still lay
before it, to which end the contribution of Lord Cecil, one of the early pioneers, would be of
the greatest value.

He therefore regretted that he could not agree with the British draft resolution and could
not support any other resolution the object of which would be to give instructions to the
Preparatory Commission concerning questions it had already settled.

In conclusion, he proposed that they should ask the Chairman to be good enough to try
and discover some text of a resolution, which might be adopted by the Committee and
subsequently by the Assembly, with a view to giving the Preparatory Commission a general
indication of the ideas expressed in their discussion.

M. MUNCH (Denmark) said that he had listened with great satisfaction to Lord Cecil's
speech. The Danish delegation would be prepared to accept the British delegation's proposal
in its present form. If the discussion had shown that this would not be possible for all
delegations, he nevertheless hoped that a resolution might be agreed upon which would have
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a useful influence on the future decisions of the Preparatory Commission. The latter had
certainly done very important work, but it was obvious that there were serious gaps in the
results of its labours.

If, as a result of the discussion initiated by Lord Cecil, it were possible for the Preparatory
Commission, at its next session, to settle some of the difficult questions in regard to which
only an apparent agreement had so far been reached, the work of the Disarmament Conference
would be greatly facilitated.

However, even if the Preparatory Commission were not able to succeed in this task at its
next session, no further sessions for the purpose of continuing the theoretical discussion should
be convened. The problem should be handed over, immediately after the session of the
Preparatory Commission, to the Disarmament Conference, which would be influenced to a much
greater extent by public opinion than the Preparatory Commission, and in which all countries
would be represented.

He would remind the Committee that, some years ago, the French delegates, M. Paul-
Boncour and M. Henri de Jouvenel, had stated in this Committee that the technical
preparations for the Disarmament Conference had been completed; what they were still
waiting for was a political situation which would make it possible to fulfil the assurances given
to the nations under Article 8 of the Covenant. At that time, they hoped it would be possible
to convene the Disarmament Conference at an early date.

That date had passed long ago. The Preparatory Commission had continued its patient
work year after year, while more and more agreements likely to increase the feeling of security
had been concluded. Nevertheless, it had not been possible to obtain a definite result.

Certainly, the Commission had examined completely all the difficulties which had hitherto
prevented a reduction in armaments. In so doing, it had accomplished very useful work;
to overcome difficulties, it was necessary to have a thorough knowledge of their nature.
Nevertheless, the general opinion now was that this work should soon be concluded, and this
desire appeared to be shared by the members of the Preparatory Commission. Had not M. Benes,
the distinguished Chairman of their Committee, remarked in the Assembly only a few days
ago, on behalf of his colleagues on the Preparatory Commission, " We have scarcely anything
left to say to each other" ?

It therefore seemed probable that, before the end of this year, the Council might fix the
date for the Disarmament Conference, for which the nations had been waiting so long with
ever-increasing impatience. At the same time, they must ask themselves whether this
Conference would have adequate documentation at its disposal and drafts affording a
satisfactory basis for its discussions.

In the first place, the Conference would have as a basis for discussion the draft prepared
by the Preparatory Commission, which would probably be completed at the next session by
a chapter on naval armaments. But that draft merely provided the framework of a Convention,
and even that framework was held by certain countries represented on the Commission to be
incomplete. In accordance with its terms of reference, the Preparatory Commission had left
it to the Disarmament Conference to decide how that framework should be filled. No attempt
had been made to formulate objective criteria on the basis of which the maximum military
forces of the various countries could be determined in figures.

It was true that the Preparatory Commission had likewise decided to refer to the Conference
the Soviet draft presented to the Commission; but it was obvious that the great majority of
the Commission was opposed to that draft.

In view of this situation, he thought that it might be advisable for the Committee to recom-
mend that the Assembly should refer, for instance, to the Preparatory Commission, as a model,
the draft prepared two years ago by the Inter-Parliamentary Union, so that the Preparatory
Commission could submit that draft to the Disarmament Conference, in the same way as it
acted in regard to the draft put forward by the Soviet Republics.

The draft in question, which the Danish delegation had had distributed to the members
of the Committee (Annex 5), had in the first place the advantage of having been drawn up
with the collaboration of parliamentarians representing a large number of countries, including
France, Germany and Great Britain, and of having been discussed at a Conference of the
Union at which a very large number of countries were represented.

A second advantage was that the various points of view usually put forward when this
question was discussed had been taken more fully into consideration than was the case in
other drafts. The draft was based on the principle underlying Article 8 of the Covenant, namely,
that account must be taken of the profound differences in the political, military and geographical
situations of the various countries. The point of departure was the present state of armaments.
On that basis, a gradual reduction of armaments in all countries in which they exceeded a certain
level was proposed. The question of the percentage and of the rate of gradual reduction was
left open. The gradual reduction was to be based on the average armaments of the country
in question during the previous three or five budgetary years. Mention was made in the draft
of the factors to be taken into account in calculating the average armaments of each country.
Those factors included: peace-time effectives and effectives which could be mobilised within
a certain period, length of service, the annual contingent of recruits, war material, total tonnage
of war-vessels, and total expenditure. The draft provided for the establishment of a permanent
disarmament commission consisting of representatives of all countries participating in the
Disarmament Convention. It would be the duty of this permanent commission to supervise
the execution of the Convention and to arrange for its revision, if necessary. The draft further
provided that the Council of the League of Nations should have the right to arrange for enquiries
on the spot in the case of complaints, and that the Court of International Justice should decide
complaints in the last resort. Finally, a certain quantity of armaments calculated according
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to the population of each country, but in such a way as to make it possible, in accordance with
certain rules, to take into account its special situation as well as its war potential, was indicated
as the final object to be attained in the future by means of gradual reduction.

It was true that this draft also contained principles which had been disputed in the discus-
sions of the Preparatory Commission and in regard to which controversy would doubtless arise
in the future discussions of the Disarmament Conference. Nevertheless, of all the drafts which
had come to his notice, both before and since the war, it was this draft which, in his opinion,
took the complexity of the problem most fully into account.

For that reason, he would be glad if the Governments which were to be represented at the
Disarmament Conference could have the opportunity of subjecting this scheme to a thorough
examination, and he thought that the Committee might with advantage draw the attention
of the Conference to the draft, which would at all events be found to contain ideas which could
be utilised for the future work.

Reverting to the question of the summoning of the Disarmament Conference, he remarked
that, during the discussions which had taken place in recent years in the Third Committee,
it had often been asked whether it would not be very dangerous to summon the Disarmament
Conference before its success was completely assured. That was only natural: the failure
of the Conference would be an extremely serious blow to the League of Nations. In view of
the conflicting opinions expressed by the delegations in the Committee, it might be asked
whether the convening of the Conference would not always be premature. They must admit
that the Conference would be faced with very great difficulties. Nevertheless, the summoning
of that Conference at an early date had become essential. The lengthy discussions in the
Preparatory Commission, from which there appeared to be no issue, had made a very bad
impression throughout the world. Public opinion was daily becoming more and more convinced
that, owing to the invention and improvement of new methods of warfare, which would change
the nature of war in the same way as the invention of fire-arms had done five hundred years
ago, armaments could no longer afford security to any nation, even to the strongest, while
in their present form they created the permanent danger of a catastrophe which would destroy
the civilisation of Europe. That was why the prestige of the League of Nations depended on
the results obtained in this field. The situation had become such that it was necessary to
run the risk of summoning the Conference without being sure of its success. Even if the
Conference achieved only a very small measure of success, that would be much less harmful
than a refusal to take the risk and not to dare to make a serious attempt to carry out the
recommendations of Article 8 of the Covenant by convening the Conference about which they
had been talking so long.

In conclusion, he wished to inform them that public opinion would not make any excessive
demands on this first Disarmament Conference, which would doubtless have to be followed
by others. People of all countries fully realised the complexity of the problem and the difficulty
of effecting a complete solution all in a moment.

If the first Disarmament Conference succeeded in checking the competition in armaments,
if it brought about even a small reduction in existing armaments, if it drew up a programme
of gradual reduction, that would not be regarded by public opinion as a failure, but as a success
which would increase confidence in the League and the confidence of Nations in each other,
with the result that it would be possible for the work of conciliation and international
co-operation to be pursued in every branch of international life on a far more solid basis
than had hitherto been the case.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) pointed out that some speakers had already expressed doubts as
to whether Lord Cecil's draft resolution was opportune, and had even ventured to say that
it might jeopardise the results achieved. He thought that these results were in several respects
very meagre: the Swedish delegate on the Preparatory Commission had frequently voiced
his disappointment on the subject.

The majority of these results had only been secured by limiting the limitation and reducing
the reduction of armaments; mutual concessions had been made at the cost of the object in
view, and questions which had been considered too complicated and embarrassing had been
shelved.

The Preparatory Commission, moreover, had only discussed the methods to be used in
limiting and reducing armaments. The real results of the efforts made in the Commission
could not yet be foreseen, as the figures to be inserted in the tables were still unknown.

Notwithstanding these disappointing results, Sweden always conceived it to be its duty
to take part in the work of the Preparatory Commission, in order, in the common interests of
disarmament, to turn to the best possible use every opportunity offered, in the hope that tangible
progress would eventually be achieved, at some future date, through concessions which would
no longer have the effect of restricting the scope of the plan or sacrificing certain features of
the programme.

They had been told that, to make the proverbial " first step ", they should be content
with modest achievements, but he thought there was considerable risk in this method; the
Swedish delegate to the Preparatory Commission had already stated that there was a danger
of agreement on the minimum becoming at the conclusion of the work on disarmament a minimum
agreement. Moreover, the questions which they had tried to bury in the Preparatory
Commission could not be burked when once the Conference met.

Among such questions were various points raised in the British draft resolution. He there-
fore supported Lord Cecil in emphasising the capital importance of disposing of these problems
satisfactorily; his policy in this respect was, he considered, entirely consistent with that followed
by the Swedish delegate throughout the deliberations of the Preparatory Commission.
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There had latterly been some indications which encouraged the hope that, in the sphere
of disarmament, matters were improving, and that prospects of solving one or more important
questions were on the increase. If this were so, the Swedish delegation would be gratified
to see, at the next session of the Preparatory Commission, a more comprehensive agreement
arrived at, bringing solutions to questions which they had thought could only be effectively
dealt with by the Conference. It was essential, however, that the Preparatory Commission
should not deliberate in perpetuity: on the present lines, work on a larger scale would only
be helpful if there were some important development in the political sphere.

At its next session, therefore, the Preparatory Commission should ensure that the way
lay open to an agreement on some points. If this were so, they should push forward with the
completion of the draft Convention in regard to those questions which had already been discussed
and worked up, but had been put aside at the Commission's last session.

If the contrary were the case, the Commission would have to complete its work at its
next session, which would in any case be its last. He thought the moment had arrived to face
the problems in their real aspect, and to make a serious endeavour to agree on the essential
question and decide on the figures, which figures would be the sole evidence of the success or
failure of their efforts. Questions, moreover, which had hitherto seemed almost insoluble
might well prove more tractable in the Conference itself, when regarded from a broader and
more tangible standpoint.

The results of the preparatory work such as would emerge from the next session of
the Preparatory Commission should be submitted to the Governments as soon as possible, and
should then be referred to the Conference, where the various States would shoulder their own
responsibilities.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) pointed out that, as his country was not a member of the
Preparatory Commission, Hungary had had no opportunity of commenting on its work, and
more particularly on the direction the work had taken and the proposals which had eventually
been framed. He would take that opportunity of explaining the Hungarian point of view.

Certain of the resolutions which had been passed by a majority of the Preparatory
Commission - those, for example, on trained reserves and stocks of material - did not meet
the views of Hungary, as they did not make sufficient allowance for reduction of the most
essential elements in armaments. A convention for the reduction of armaments framed on
such a basis would not be a true reduction, nor constitute the " first step " so much desired.

The Hungarian delegation was convinced that a conference summoned on such a basis
would not lead to satisfactory results, and the Hungarian Government would be unable to sign
the Convention it framed. They were all agreed that the Commission's task was not to frame
a Convention acceptable to a few States only, but that it should aim at drawing up a text
which would secure universal adhesion. His delegation accordingly thought that the
Preparatory Commission, especially of late, had been pursuing a policy which did not appear
to be quite in harmony with the aims of the Covenant, or indeed with the governing ideas
of the League of Nations.

The British draft resolution, on the other hand, seemed to be one which would bring the
Preparatory Commission back on to the only path likely to lead to the genuine disarmament
so eagerly desired by all. His delegation therefore warmly supported the British draft
resolution, but he'reserved the right to discuss in due course its details.

M. PFLUGL (Austria) said that there could be no doubt of the welcome which his Government
extended to the British draft resolution.

Austria was not a member of the Preparatory Commission, and the Third Committee
was the only place where Austria could make her voice heard, although some speakers had
stated that they should not re-open questions already decided by the Preparatory Commission,
and that its members must be allowed to work undisturbed.

Apart from any attitude the Austrian Government might have assumed had it been
represented on the Preparatory Commission, the Austrian delegation heartily welcomed the
British draft resolution, both for the views it expressed on the work done by the Preparatory
Commission and for the direction which it suggested that work should follow in future. It
hoped that the Preparatory Commission, at its next session, would give the most careful
consideration to Lord Cecil's suggestions.

There was no doubt that, notwithstanding the fresh stimulus which Lord Cecil's presence
on the Preparatory Commission would afford, there would still be serious difficulties to face.
These might very well be solved, however, by the Conference itself. The Austrian delegation
recommended, therefore, that the Conference should be summoned as soon as possible, and
had no fear that it would fail in its object. The work of the League of Nations had occasionally
experienced checks, but never complete failure. The same would prove true in the case of the
Conference, and he reiterated, in conclusion, his delegation's support of the British draft
resolution. 

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Kingdom of Yugoslavia) said he had 'carefully followed the
development of the arguments adduced by Lord Cecil in favour of his draft resolution. He
appreciated greatly the anxiety for rapid progress which accounted for that proposal. The
Yugoslav Government had always done its very utmost loyally to hasten the solution of the
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serious problem of the limitation of armaments, and had taken every care not to hinder it in
any way.

He had also devoted his fullest attention to the objections, on grounds both of principle
and of form, that had been raised by some of the previous speakers, notably the President of the
Preparatory Commission and the French delegate. He was bound to say that he agreed with
all those observations, and was entirely in sympathy with the apprehensions of those speakers.
For that reason, he did not think the policy outlined by the draft resolution before them was
one to be followed. It might, he thought, be better to turn the discussion in the direction
suggested by the Polish delegate.

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) said it might not have been noticed, but it was to his mind
somewhat noticeable, that in the present discussion no voice had been heard from the North
American continent. While he did not pretend to represent the North American continent,
he thought that on the subject under discussion he did fairly well represent the northern section
of it - his own country, and, as a somewhat alert and constant observer, he thought he
could make a clear report as to the sentiments of Canada's great neighbour to the south of
her. Let it be remembered, then, in the present discussion, largely bureaucratic and technical,
that there was a population of 160 million people on that continent who were not by any means
the most backward and the least agile and alert of the peoples of the world. Was sufficient
attention being given to that vast body of sentiment which contained a very considerable
part of the best human impulse and spirit of the world ? Take, for instance, Canada. There
were no two opinions on the necessity for disarmament - not simply limitation of present
armaments but a real reduction in armaments. There were in Canada 10 millions of people
with their homes and their livings. They had practically no navy and no army, and were
not directly and technically affected in regard to disarmament, but every soul of them, both
the present and the future generations, would be affected by the decisions come to in the League
of Nations at Geneva. Ten million souls had revolted determinedly, sincerely and permanently
from the idea that Governments, dictators or bureaux could in the future levy upon the individual
lives of the country for their use as pawns in the settlement of what were generally technical
differences between nations. That revolt must be taken into consideration.

The Committee had been congratulating itself upon the improvement that had taken
place since 1920 in conditions in Europe and other parts of the world, but had sufficient attention
been given to the wonderful change in public sentiment, or in the expression of that sentiment,
which had taken place in the Republic to the south of Canada - a republic of 120 millions
of people with almost infinite resources and power ? Passing in review what had taken place,
he said there were numerous indications upon the surface which were significant and revelatory
of the deep current of peace sentiment in that people. He referred to an incident which had
occurred two or three years previously, a dispute between the United States of America and
Mexico, involving property and material considerations of fundamental importance. The
old system of diplomacy had been carried out for a time and the military spirit developed,
and it had seemed to public opinion, in that country, that, instead of coming to peaceful
conclusions, the old system of bureaucratic communications from a distance, without
personal contact, was leading to a condition that might result in serious trouble. There
had at once been a revelation of that spirit of which he had spoken, of that sentiment in the
United States, which made itself felt through hundreds of organisations so effectively that
a complete change of attitude had taken place, and within a few months personal contacts
had been made and a peaceful solution reached.

He then referred to the gradual approach of the United States of America to participation
in the Permanent Court of International Justice. The Committee were all familiar with the
progress made in that direction, and with the fact that this open path of entry to participation
in the World Court would add to that Court's prestige and power, and provide a still greater
moral force for the outlawry of war.

The conclusion of the Paris Pact had also been an outstanding revelation of the public
sentiment to which he referred. The United States had been one of the principal movers
in the complete abandonment of war as a means for the settlement of international difficulties.

There was a still further indication of the same sentiment to be found in the negotiations
in progress in regard to the reduction of naval armaments - in which, as a neighbour, Canada
was very much interested.

These were some of the indications of the sentiment of which he had spoken, which was
now growing stronger throughout the world - an outgrowth of that awakened moral
consciousness in the nations of the world, which he believed would prove to be the finest and
firmest guarantee of the good time coming when Governments, bureaucrats and dictators
should relegate technicalities to the bottom, and fix their eyes upon that precious human life
which was no longer to be sacrificed to the stupidities, the prejudices or the ambitions of that
small fraction of humanity which formed for the time being the Governments of the world.
Were these Governments keeping step with this growing sentiment in the hearts of their
peoples ? That was the idea which he wished to put before the Committee. Whilst there
were difficulties in the way of reaching practical conclusions, those difficulties were less precious
than human life, human happiness and human prosperity, and must give way before the impelling
and powerful influence of the impulse to safeguard the lives of the present and future generations.

With reference to the question before the Committee, what was the objection to Lord
Cecil's proposal ? The first sentence of his introductory speech stated that the object of the
resolution was, not to give instructions to the Preparatory Commission, but merely to call its
attention to certain points. Did the Preparatory Commission, after an interregnum of two
years, object to having its attention called to the great progress and strides made during that
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period ? Was the Preparatory Commission so set upon what it had resolved two years ago that
it was not open to the impulse, spirit and information of the succeeding years, and would it not
welcome this as something which would assist it in arriving at a better solution of its arduous
labours ? He did not think so. That was all that was proposed by the resolution before them.
If the Third Committee rejected the resolution and passed no other, it would go forth to the
world that it was entirely satisfied with the results so far obtained by the Preparatory Commis-
sion, but he did not think that would interpret the world's opinion. There was an expectancy
growing out of the wide dissatisfaction and discontent regarding the long road traversed without
adequate and appreciable results, and, if nothing were said by the Committee or the Assembly,
it would constitute an affirmation by these bodies that all that could be done had been done
and that they had no further word to say upon these results. In view of this expectancy
and in view of the attitude of the public mind, he thought the Assembly should impress upon
the Preparatory Commission, with still greater force, the necessity of finding practical and
efficient solutions, and of speedily translating them into the work of the League of Nations.

He quite appreciated the difficulties which the Chairman of the Preparatory Commission
had had to face. Those difficulties were practical and many. The Commission had achieved
substantial work and had brought nearer the possibility of the successful general Conference
which it was hoped might soon be convened. So far as he was concerned, he did not wish it
to be inferred that there was a lack of appreciation, either of the difficulties which the Preparatory
Commission had had to meet, or of such progress as had been achieved. At the same time,
it was important that the Assembly should reaffirm its earnest and strong desire for the successful
fulfilment of the work which had been begun. It was necessary to exercise patience, and the
difficulties met with should not engender pessimism. The atmosphere reigning in the Assembly
gave every cause for optimism, and he was convinced that, if goodwill and courteous contacts
were cultivated, the future peace of the world would be secured.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he wished to reply briefly to M. Sokal.
He pointed out, first of all, that he had made no proposal to the Third Committee and

that he had merely supported Lord Cecil's proposal.
He added that the proposals he had made to the Preparatory Commission had invariably

been extremely moderate. It was true that he had always asked for a reduction of armaments.
He felt he could say that the results achieved hitherto by the Preparatory Commission might
possibly justify hope of a stabilisation of armaments, but not of their reduction. A standstill
agreement of this kind would satisfy neither the requirements of the treaties nor of the Covenant.

M. Sokal had thought that the Third Committee was hardly the place for criticising the
Preparatory Commission. Yet the speakers to whom they had listened that day were almost
all from countries without representation on the Preparatory Commission. This being so,
why should they not be allowed to give their opinion on disarmament ?

As for M. Sokal's ideas on the state of public opinion, he would be very pleased to travel
round the world with M. Sokal and prove to him that there was no country in the world in
which public opinion was satisfied with the work of the Preparatory Commission.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) strongly supported the points of views put forward by
M. Loudon and by the delegates of France, 'Italy, Japan and Poland.

In point of fact, the Roumanian delegation considered it impossible for the Assembly
to interfere, as the British delegation suggested, in the work being carried on by the Preparatory
Commission, which had come, after great labour, to an agreement on important points. Even
if such interference were possible, it would be both inopportune and dangerous, being liable
to compromise an agreement obtained with great difficulty and with the help of certain
statesmen absent from this Committee. It might, in fact, indefinitely delay results which
the world, according to the unanimous opinion of the delegations, was anxiously awaiting.

For these reasons, the Roumanian delegation deeply regretted that it could not support
-the British draft resolution.

It would accept any'draft resolution made in the spirit of M. Sokal's suggestions, and which
would not re-open questions already settled.

M. SOKAL (Poland) regretted that the lateness of the hour prevented him from continuing
his discussion with Count Bernstorff. He wished to remind the Committee that what he had
said was addressed to Lord Cecil quite as much as to Count Bernstorff. Moreover, he had
merely expressed an opinion different from that of the German delegate. He had not lost
hope of convincing Count Bernstorff some day.

The CHAIRMAN said that two more speakers wished to speak, and le hoped that the
discussion would be rapidly concluded on the following day. M. Politis had drawn up a draft
resolution which would be distributed that day to the delegations.

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

Held on Saturday, September 21st, 1929, at 10 a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

20. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference
(continuation). Adoption of a Draft Resolution. Designation of a Rapporteur.

M. LONE LIANG (China) said that, in regard to the work done in preparation for the
Disarmament Conference, the problem of disarmament was of vital importance to the very
existence of the League, and it was only through a real reduction and by a limitation of the
three kinds of armaments that a real and permanent peace could be established. The League
could exist only so long as peace was maintained.

He did not wish to pose as a critic of the Preparatory Commission, but he was bound to
say that the results achieved left much to be desired, and that many of the decisions arrived
at did not represent the mature opinion of most of the countries concerned. It was true that
many outstanding questions had been decided at the last session of the Preparatory Com-
mission, but he was afraid that most of the decisions arrived at had generally been the results
of hasty compromises which would not lead far on the path of disarmament.

He referred to the question of the limitation of material, regarding which the Commission
had openly confessed its failure to reach any agreement for a real limitation of war material.
No real result had been achieved, only something that was unreal and illusory.

The resolution adopted by the Commission was as follows (document C.195. M.74. 1929.
IX, page 179):

" The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference:
" Having rejected the systems 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 by means

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

This was an example of the manner in which the Preparatory Commission had attempted
to whitewash its failure to devise a satisfactory formula for the solution of a question of real
importance to disarmament.

The Chinese delegation had proposed the abolition of compulsory military service,
considering that this was the best solution of the question of trained reserves, and one likely
to lead to a diminution in the spirit of national militarism throughout the world. Although
public opinion in most countries had been in favour of that proposal, as indicated by the many
telegrams and letters received by the Chinese delegation, the Commission had seemed to regard
it as a purely Utopian idea, and had endeavoured to side-track it. The Chinese delegate had
been obliged to make a declaration on behalf of his Government that it would not sign a
Disarmament Convention until this question had been satisfactorily settled.

Similar treatment had been accorded to the proposals of other delegations regarding
either the general scheme for disarmament or amendments in respect of various articles in
the draft Convention. Some of these proposals had never been given a fair hearing, and most
had been rejected without thorough discussion. In such circumstances, it would be absurd
to maintain that the decisions arrived at were to be regarded as final and not subject to revision.
The Assembly, as the principal organ of the League of Nations, ought to review the decisions
of the Commission which it had appointed, and give it directions for its future work. Some
speakers had seemed to fear that this would lead to the re-opening of the whole question, but
why should such an event be feared if the decisions were sound and really represented the
desires of the majority of the nations ?

It was true that, if the preliminary draft were considered inadequate, there would be
opportunities for putting forward fresh arguments at the Disarmament Conference, but such
arguments should be raised in advance, since the success of the Conference would depend upon
the preliminary work done.

He did not consider the four principles contained in Lord Cecil's resolution either radical
or idealistic. If the disarmament problem were to be effectively tackled, these principles
ought to be taken as guides. For these reasons, the Chinese delegation most heartily supported
this resolution.

M. DE QUEVEDO (Portugal) said that his country would accept with the greatest sympathy
any resolution which might lead to the limitation and reduction of armaments.

Portugal's international policy was characterised by the closest friendship with Spain,
Brazil and the countries with which her overseas possessions had common frontiers, and also
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by the Treaty of Alliance with Great Britain, which was within the framework of the League's
ideals.

Putting into practice the ideas to which the League of Nations was endeavouring to give
impartial expression, Portugal had already reduced her armaments to a minimum below which
she could not possibly go. She needed to replace her naval and land material, but the minimum
as regards material and effectives which she had already attained would always be observed.

He requested the Third Committee to take this effort into consideration without forgetting
that Portugal was devoting the most serious and successful efforts to the development and
welfare of her colonies in Africa, Asia and Oceania.

The CHAIRMAN declared the general discussion on the British proposal closed. He reminded
the Committee that M. Politis had proposed the following draft resolution:

"The Assembly:
"Having taken cognisance with interest of the work of the last session of the

Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference;
" Cordially welcoming the prospect of an early agreement between the naval Powers

as to the limitation and reduction of their armaments, which agreement may enable the
Preparatory Commission to secure general agreement on the methods to be adopted for
the limitation and reduction of naval armaments;

"Taking note of the statements made in the Third Committee with regard to the
principles on which, in the opinion of various delegations, the final work of the Preparatory
Commission should be based;

" Noting that the solution of the disarmament problem can be attained only through
mutual concessions by Governments in regard to the proposals they prefer;

" Urging, in accordance with its resolution of 1928, ' the necessity of accomplishing
the first step towards the reduction and limitation of armaments with as little delay as
possible ':

i' Confidently hopes that the Preparatory Commission will shortly be able to resume
the work interrupted at its last session, with a view to framing a preliminary draft
Convention for the reduction of land, naval and air armaments as soon as possible,

" And decides that the Minutes of the plenary meetings of the Assembly and of its
Third Committee shall be communicated to the Preparatory Commission for any necessary
action. 

M. POLITIS (Greece) desired to explain the purpose and structure of his draft resolution.
He had followed the debates which had revolved round Lord Cecil's suggestions with the
keenest interest, and the fact that he had not intervened in the discussion was due to a desire
to remain impartial, which everyone would understand. Owing to the indisposition of the
President of the Preparatory Commission, fortunately only temporary, the speaker had had
the honour to preside over part of this Commission's proceedings. It had seemed to him that
this necessitated the greatest reserve on his part. He would only have departed from this
reserve to give the Third Committee some idea of the work of the Preparatory Commission,
but M. Loudon had spared him this necessity with his lucid and frank explanations.

M. Politis considered that a duty was incumbent on him at the end of this debate. To
ask the Committee whether it accepted or not the British suggestions would lead to a negative
result which would be depressing and deplorable from every point of view, and it would not
be an exact reflection of the debate.

The majority of the Committee did not seem disposed to accept the British suggestions,
for a variety of reasons which were not all reasons of substance but were in some cases reasons
of method, expediency and even courtesy towards certain Powers which were not represented
on the Committee, but which had taken part in the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission.

On the other hand, a large number of delegations had stated that they appreciated and
shared Lord Cecil's views. Among the statements made, some came from delegations which
were not represented on the Preparatory Commission, and for this reason they were of particular
importance. It was interesting for the Preparatory Commission to know, not only the opinion
of the Governments represented thereon, but also that of others. The delegates of these other
Governments had had an opportunity of explaining what were their personal ideas and the
attitude of their Governments regarding the grave questions dealt with.

This was the situation, and a vote placing on record the differences of opinions would
have given a quite inaccurate idea of this debate.

The speeches made had revealed a number of tendencies and aspirations by which the
Preparatory Commission could profit. This was referred to in the third and seventh paragraphs
of the draft resolution.

The third paragraph proposed that the Assembly should take note " of the statements
made in the Third Committee with regard to the principles on which, in the opinion of the
various delegations, the final work of the Preparatory Commission should be based ". The
importance of these principles had been explained, and it was only right and natural to reserve
to the authors of these statements the opportunity of repeating them and explaining them
to the Preparatory Commission. It was for this purpose that the last paragraph in the draft
proposed to the Assembly to decide " that the Minutes of the plenary meetings of the Assembly
and of its Third Committee shall be communicated to the Preparatory Commission for any
necessary action ".

M. Politis drew the Committee's attention to the words " for any necessary action ", in
order to point out that the necessary opportunity was being provided for each delegation to
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put before the Preparatory Commission its point of view on the questions which had been
studied in the Third Committee.

The communication to the Preparatory Commission of the Minutes of the Assembly and of
the Third Committee indirectly but adequately met the wish expressed on the previous day by
the Danish delegate that the draft prepared by the Inter-Parliamentary Union should be
included among the documents submitted to the Preparatory Commission.

In addition, there were, fortunately, together with the divergences which had been revealed,
a number of points upon which unanimous agreement could probably be obtained.

First, it was satisfactory to note that there was the prospect of a draft naval agreement
between the principal Powers concerned. It was to be hoped that this agreement for the
limitation and reduction of naval armaments would be of such a kind as would enable the
Preparatory Commission to bring about a general agreement on this question between all
countries with naval armaments.

The necessity of bringing the work of the Preparatory Commission to a speedy conclusion
had also been noted - and they were proposing to the Assembly that it should repeat this.
This was the purpose of the fifth paragraph in the draft resolution, and together with this
conviction they could, of course, express the confident hope that the Preparatory Commission
would be able to resume its work of preparing a draft Convention on the Limitation and Reduction
of Armaments of the three categories, which draft Convention would form the basis of the
work and discussions of the first Disarmament Conference (sixth paragraph).

A fourth idea had been voiced which, to M. Politis, seemed possibly even more important:
they had found that there could be no possible agreement, particularly in matters so delicate
and affecting the most vital national interests, as long as each country maintained its own
point of view, and made no effort to understand the views of other countries. It was only
through mutual concessions that agreement could be reached, and this was the purpose of the
fourth paragraph in the draft resolution. This was a point of fundamental importance. At
the last session, many differences of opinion had appeared at the outset to be irreconcilable,
and it was only by a frequent display of conciliation that they had arrived at an agreement,
which was no doubt all too restricted, and which left a great many important questions unsettled,
but it was, however, an agreement which, in spite of its limitations, would constitute an
enormous step forward if it could be used as the basis of a first international engagement.

As M. Politis had had occasion to say in the Preparatory Commission, the essential thing
in his opinion was, not the contents of this first engagement, but the mere fact of its signature.
So much had been said about the reduction and limitation of armaments that they had almost
lost sight of the fundamental importance of this signature. It would be the first time in the
history of mankind that countries throughout the whole world would be agreeing to submit to
international law a matter which had hitherto been regarded as the greatest and most inviolable
of their prerogatives. Once this breach had been made in the traditions of the past, he was
firmly convinced that this undertaking would soon be followed by others, and that stage by
stage they would reach the still distant, but already discernible, ideal of a really unarmed
peace.

The recent work of the Preparatory Commission taught one other lesson, and that was
that the question of disarmament could never be settled if they confined themselves strictly
to the technical aspects. As the United States representative had said, the discussion must
be raised above questions of guns and tonnages, and must be regarded as a general political
problem and examined in the light of the important agreements concluded in recent years,
more particularly the Paris Pact, which had outlawed war. Since the conclusion of this Pact
the question of armaments must be considered from another aspect.

When once the idea underlying the texts of these agreements penetrated the minds of
Governments and nations, the question of armaments would become of less account, for it
would be realised that, in future, big political questions would no longer be settled by armaments.
Em Such were the reasons which had prompted his draft resolution. He was convinced that
the Committee would find its work faithfully reflected in this resolution and that it would
desire by its approval to recommend it to the Assembly.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said that he had read with the greatest interest the draft
resolution of M. Politis and had listened with equal interest to the clear explanations which
the Greek delegate had just given. He accepted willingly this draft resolution, which in
many ways coincided with the views which he had himself expressed two days ago.

At that meeting he had spoken principally as President of the Preparatory Commission.
He now wished to say a few words as to the attitude of his Government.

The resolution submitted by M. Politis was the outcome of the discussion which had taken
place on Lord Cecil's draft resolution. That discussion had been most valuable, because it
had clearly shown the different views of the delegates on the final work of the Preparatory
Commission.

They had every reason to be grateful to Lord Cecil for the new impulse which he had given
to that work. M. Politis's draft resolution stated that mutual concessions were indispensable;
he would prefer to say that they were inevitable. Nevertheless, in future they must avoid
making concessions of too negative a character, as had been the case, for instance, with the
reciprocal concessions made by the United States and France concerning war material.

As regarded this point, the Netherlands delegation on the Preparatory Commission, while
recognising that no other course was possible for the moment, had always been in favour of the
direct limitation of material in stock. It was only natural that such concessions should be
regarded as unsatisfactory by public opinion in most countries, and particularly in the
Netherlands. Unfortunately, however, at the present stage, no other solution appeared to
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be possible, and a recommendation by the Assembly would not be sufficient to reconcile two
points of view diametrically opposed, nor would it expedite the conclusion of the Preparatory
Commission's work, which was so necessary.

As he had observed two days ago, the other points of the British resolution had already
been discussed - and not without profit or would shortly be discussed, by the Preparatory
Commission. He might add that the fourth point, which referred to the recognition of an
international authority to supervise the execution of the treaty, was one with which his
Government was entirely in sympathy. Speaking generally, the Netherlands point of view
on various matters - war material and trained reserves in particular - had not been modified
in any way, although the Netherlands Government had realised that, at all events for -the
moment, it must content itself with solutions in regard to which agreement was possible, while
reserving the right to resume the study of these problems later at a more opportune moment,
seeing that the proposed Conference would only be the first Conference for the reduction of
armaments.

On behalf of the Netherlands delegation, he wished to emphasise the fact that time pressed
and that, once the naval question had been settled, no efforts should be spared to expedite
the work, so that the Council might fix the date of the Conference, even if the programme
which the Commission was preparing were not so complete as might have been desired.

In the speech from the Throne, delivered on the 17th of that month by Her Majesty the
Queen of the Netherlands at the opening of Parliament, stress had been laid once again on the
urgent necessity of reaching an international agreement for the reduction of armaments.

In conclusion, as delegate of this Government, he desired to say that it relied firmly upon
an agreement between the naval Powers, which would make it possible soon to hold the last
session of the Preparatory Commission.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) would say nothing about M. Loudon's
speech beyond expressing his sympathy for him in the difficult task he had to fulfil in speaking
both as President of the Preparatory Commission and as representative of his Government.

The debate had been extremely interesting, and he was very grateful to all the members
of the Committee, without exception, for the kindness they had shown to himself personally,
and for the seriousness with which they had taken his proposals.

One thing had been extremely encouraging. The weight of the objections raised to his
resolutions had been not so much in regard to its substance but as to the question of the
desirability, as a method of procedure, of the Assembly passing a resolution at the present
stage on the methods of the Preparatory Commission. That evidently did not touch in any
way the merits of the case; it was a question of method, regarding which he quite recognised
that there was a good deal to be said on both sides.

In view of what had happened, he had to ask himself, as the mover of the resolution, what
he ought to do. It was always attractive to people of a certain temperament to press a motion
to a decision, and to have a definite issue to the controversy, but he doubted whether that
was the kind of attitude in which a serious matter of this description ought to be approached.

He had noticed that it had been brought out very clearly in the debates that, with respect
to three of the items in his resolution, the result had been already attained. It had been
conceded quite definitely, both by the Chairman of the Special Committee and by all the
speakers, that points 1, 2 and 4 were still clearly open before the Preparatory Commission;
it was therefore unnecessary to press the resolution regarding those three points. With regard
to point 2, he would like to make an observation regarding a matter which perhaps had not
been fully appreciated. Paragraph 2 dealt with the number of effectives but had no necessary
connection with the thorny subject of trained reserves. He agreed that the paragraph had
been so widely framed as to include the possibility of reconsidering that question, but it had
intentionally been so drafted as to leave open to consideration any other solution of the question
of the number of effectives.

With reference to Point 3 - in his judgment by far the most important paragraph in
his resolution - the position was more doubtful. But, in studying the report of one of the last
meetings of the Preparatory Commission, he had been a little encouraged by a paragraph
which he had overlooked, and which contained a statement by the President of the Commission,
as follows (document C.195. M.74.1929.IX, page 179):

"I should also like to reply to Count Bernstorff. At present the position appears
to ber that the discussion is closed (discussion on the question of material). I would say
for the fourth time, and I have not been contradicted, that there is a unanimous desire
on the part of the Commission to arrive at a limitation and reduction of war material.
I further note that two systems have been proposed, and that neither has secured a
substantial majority. Under these circumstances, the question as to the method we shall
finally adopt in the Convention to give effect to the Commission's unanimous desire remains
open ; it will therefore be discussed later. "

It was quite true that next day a very unhappy resolution had been passed which appeared
to put a stop to any further consideration of the matter, but even then, before the resolution
had been voted, the President had said (same document, page 181):

" Before we take a vote, I desire to repeat, in order to give satisfaction to Count
Bernstorff, that it is understood that the adoption of this draft resolution does not prejudge
the ultimate fate of the articles in the draft Convention, Chapter V, Section II. "
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That appeared to leave some hope, even in the procedure of the Preparatory Commission,
and the door had been pushed a little wider open by the terms of the resolution of which his
friend M. Politis, whose ingenuity and ability everybody appreciated, had given notice.
He was extremely grateful to M. Politis for suggesting a solution of a very difficult problem.
In that resolution, M. Politis had not only pointed out that the Assembly should take note
of the statements which he, Lord Cecil, and others had made in the course of the debate, but
had said quite specifically that, in his judgment, they should be allowed to repeat their views
in the Preparatory Commission. The position of the Preparatory Commission in regard to
the matter was quite clear. What was desired was liberty to present their view in detail on
these subjects, and in effect he thought that liberty was secured to them by the course of the
debates which had taken place in the Third Committee.

M. Massigli had suggested that there had been some change of policy on the part of the
British Government in regard to this matter. M. Massigli, as a member of the Preparatory
Commission, had no doubt had opportunities of judging exactly what the policy of that
Government had been in the last years, but Lord Cecil would refer him to a speech delivered
by Lord Cushendun, reported on pages 174 and 175 of the Minutes of the Preparatory Commission
(document C.195.M.74.1929.IX). That speech showed that Lord Cushendun was then and
had always been - as he understood it - in favour of the limitation of material, at any rate
by budgetary limitation. He had said so quite expressly, and therefore, in the pressing of that
view by Lord Cecil, there had been no change at all on the part of the British Government.
He would say quite plainly that the British Government did desire to press that matter on all
proper occasions and with the utmost vigour. He wished again to emphasise the enormous
importance of the question of the limitation of material. He was not sure whether all the
members of the Commission agreed with him, but it seemed to him absolutely vital; unless
the prevision of every expert was at fault, war would become more and more a war of machinery,
and less and less a war of men, and if a Convention were produced, nominally for the limitation
of armaments, from which the limitation of machines, mechanism and material were excluded,
he was very much afraid that it would be of very little value.

M. Politis had said - and Lord Cecil heartily agreed with him - that the actual fact
of an agreement was of enormous importance. The fact that the Powers of the world should
have come to an agreement, even in appearance, to limit armaments would be something,
but he was sure that M. Politis would agree with him that it was very easy to agree to do
nothing ; the difficulty of agreement arose only when it was desired to do something. If, after
having discussed the whole subject and having noted that the Commission was in favour of
doing something, there was to follow a resolution which in effect did nothing, it might be a
triumph of diplomacy, but it would not do much for disarmament. He ventured to put this
quite plainly, because nothing was to be gained in these matters by ambiguity. Unless material
was limited in some way or another, the Disarmament Treaty would be very little better than
a sham. He asked himself what he should do under the circumstances. He thought that
very largely the object which the British Government had in presenting the motion to the
Committee had been attained, as the subject had been ventilated. Fair warning had been given
to everybody of the British Government's attitude in these matters and it had received assurances
- which were perhaps unnecessary - that the greater part of the subjects which they wished
to keep open for further discussion was open, and they had received considerable satisfaction
from the terms of M. Politis's resolution. In these circumstances, he did not think it would
be right to press his motion to a division. M. Politis thought it would be defeated, but as to
this he was not sure. He had not counted the heads, but had been struck by the very considerable
rally of opinion on the second day in regard to a resolution which had comparatively few
supporters on the first day. He thought he might win, but what would be the use of that -
to win by a narrow majority ? He would possibly embitter the relations between himself
and those who took a different view. He did not really think relations would be embittered,
as they were too good sportsmen, but it would not improve them. Under the circumstances,
he thought it his duty to withdraw the resolution and to accept M. Politis's resolution. He
did so because he was anxious that there should not be even an appearance of division when
they all really wanted the same thing, and were all in substance agreed on themostimportant
part of his resolution. He thought an entirely false impression would be conveyed to the
outside public if, after a narrow division, the matter were decided one way or the other. He
therefore asked leave to withdraw his resolution and to accept that of M. Politis.

M. MASSIGLI (France) on behalf of the French delegation approved M. Politis's draft
resolution.

The French delegation considered that it faithfully reflected the discussion that had
taken place: conflicting opinions had been expressed as to the principles on which the
Preparatory Commission's work should be based; certain delegations had confined their
observations to questions of method. M. Politis's proposal defined the situation; the Preparatory
Commission would see what the position was after reading the Minutes; it would draw such
conclusions as it thought fit; it would tatle the decisions it considered possible ; nothing was
prejudged either way.

He thanked Lord Cecil for withdrawing his resolution and accepting that of M. Politis;
he regarded this gesture as a happy augury for the resumption of the Preparatory Commission's
work.

A similar conciliatory spirit had already enabled the Preparatory Commission, notwith-
standing anything that might have been said to the contrary, to do useful work at its last
session. This same conciliatory spirit, which did not exclude a sense of realities, would enable
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the Preparatory Commission to resume its work and to bring it to a successful conclusion.
It was in this same spirit that the French delegation would in any case resume its place in
the Preparatory Commission.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that, after hearing Lord Cecil's speech, he intended
to accept M. Politis's draft resolution, although he would have preferred to see the British
proposal adopted unanimously; he would accept this draft resolution because actually the
essential object of the British proposal had been attained.

It was clear that Lord Cecil would return to his proposals in the Preparatory Commission,
where they would be discussed, and that, he thought, was what the delegations opposed to
Lord Cecil's proposals desired to prevent.

Count Bernstorff then went on to discuss M. Politis's text.
The first paragraph stated that the Assembly had noted with interest the work of the

Preparatory Commission: so far as he was concerned, he had not done so with a sympathetic
interest.

The fourth paragraph referred to mutual concessions : it was true that in any committee
mutual concessions were indispensable; from the outset, Germany was prepared never to
submit proposals which conflicted with the Treaties and with the Covenant; moreover, her
delegates had always stated that they were willing to accept the idea of a first stage, provided
that this step produced reductions.

The German delegation, as shown by the statements of Count Bernstorff at the last session
of the Preparatory Commission, had also submitted a proposal dealing with trained reserves:
that proposal represented a compromise. He regretted to note that it had not been discussed
by the Preparatory Commission.

He quite realised the necessity of concessions, but for the past four years not a single
concession had been made which had led to the adoption of measures for the reduction of
armaments.

In these circumstances, he suggested, but without making a formal proposal, that the
following words should be added to the fourth paragraph of M. Politis's draft resolution:

"But at the same time proclaiming its desire to take into consideration as fully as
possible the aspirations of the peoples who are asking that the promise contained in the
League Covenant shall now be fulfilled as far as possible.

As regards the sixth paragraph, he would not give way to the temptation to criticise the
word " confidently ", which he thought was rather too optimistic, as the Preparatory Commission
was going to resume the whole discussion, and it might perhaps then be possible to express
more confident hopes.

With reference to the signature of a Convention, he shared the views expressed by Lord
Cecil and M. Politis: such signature of a Disarmament Convention would be of very great
importance. Without enlarging upon the point, which was unnecessary after the British
delegate's speech, he would merely say that the signature of a Convention unaccompanied
by a reduction in armaments would be contrary to the Covenant and to the Treaties.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thanked M. Politis for his opportune proposal.
The Italian delegation wished to point out that it interpreted the second paragraph of

the proposal as meaning that it was hoped that the naval agreements to be concluded at the
forthcoming Conference would be as extensive and as precise as possible, so as to furnish the
Preparatory Commission with a solid basis for arriving at general agreement.

He had not had time to make a careful study of the technical scheme for the reduction of
armaments submitted by the Twenty-fourth Inter-Parliamentary Conference. From his
summary perusal of it, however, he judged that it comprised some principles with which his
Government could not agree.

Nevertheless, it embodied various suggestions which he thought well worthy of considera-
tion, and which might be given practical application by the Conference.

For that reason, he fully supported M. Munch's proposal and recommended the Committee
to agree to the draft being referred to the Preparatory Commission.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) stated that M. Politis had been kind enough to inform
him that his suggestions with regard to the fourth paragraph would be taken into account
in the report. He regretted, however, that no reference had been made to Article 8 of the
Covenant. In regard to the second paragraph, he thought that it would be better to say
" reduction and limitation " and not" limitation and reduction ".

M. LANGE (Norway) supported the suggestion of Count Bernstorff and proposed to apply
it also to the fifth paragraph. In his opinion, it was the only logical method of expression,
seeing that Article 8 of the Covenant provided in the first place for a reduction of armaments.

He took this opportunity to support most warmly the observations made by M. Loudon
on the rather disquieting phrase containing the words " mutual concessions ". Concessions
were, it was true, necessary, but, if they were always to diminish the scope of the draft Con-
vention, the result would be deplorable.

He added that it would be most desirable that there should be embodied in the resolution
a specific reference to Article 8 of the Covenant, and he agreed with the suggestion made in
this regard by Count Bernstorff.
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The draft resolution worded as follows, was adopted:

"The Assembly:
"Having taken cognisance with interest of the work of the last session of the

Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference;
' Cordially welcoming the prospect of an early agreement between the naval Powers

with a view to the reduction and limitation of naval armaments, which agreement may
enable the Preparatory Commission to secure general agreement on the methods to be
adopted for the reduction and limitation of naval armaments;

" Taking note of the statements made in the Third Committee with regard to the
principles on which, in the opinion of various delegations, the final work of the Preparatory
Commission should be based;

" Noting that the solution of the disarmament problem can be attained only through
mutual concessions by Governments in regard to the proposals they prefer;

" Urging, in accordance with its resolution of 1928, ' the necessity of accomplishing
the first step towards the reduction and limitation of armaments with as little delay as
possible ':

" Confidently hopes that the Preparatory Commission will shortly be able to resume
the work interrupted at its last session, with a view to framing a preliminary draft Conven-
tion as soon as possible for the reduction and limitation of land, naval and air armaments;

"And decides that the Minutes of the plenary meetings of the Assembly and of the
Third Committee shall be communicated to the Preparatory Commission for any necessary
action."

On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, Viscount POULLET (Belgium) was appointed Rapporteur
for the question under discussion and also for the question of the Treaty to strengthen the Means
for preventing War.

21. Communications of Importance to the Working of the League of Nations in Times of
Emergency. Facilities to be granted to Aircraft (continuation). Adoption of Report
(Annex 6).

The draft report to the Assembly on the facilities to be granted to aircraft submitted
by M. CASSIN (France) was read (Annex 6, document A.III/30.1929.IX).

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) proposed the following alterations :

Part II, second paragraph, at the end, add, after the words" suggestions that have
recently been made ", the words " from private sources ".

Part III, sixth paragraph, at the end, instead of the words " special arrangements
concluded ", read: " special arrangements to be concluded ".

M. CASSIN (France) thought that these proposals could be accepted if M. Cobian had no
objection to the first.

M. COBIAN (Spain) did not understand Count Bernstorff's reason for asking that 'the words
"from private sources" should be added. He considered that these words meant "not
public ". Actually, a suggestion had been made publicly, which, furthermore, the report
indicated.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) stated that he only wished to know whether there had
or had not been a formal suggestion by a Government.

M. COBIAN (Spain) replied that he had made a suggestion under instructions from his
Government.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) declared that in this circumstance he would withdraw his
first amendment.

The draft report was adopted.

M. CASSIN was appointed Rapporteur also on the question of a League of Nations wireless
telegraphy station.

22. Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity of Manufacture of Arms and Ammu-
nition and of Implements of War.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by the delegate of Roumania:
" The Assembly:
" Having taken cognisance of the documents transmitted to it by the Council on

the work of the Special Commission responsible for framing a draft Convention on the
Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and
Ammunition and of Implements of War;

" Noting that the organisation of the supervision of private manufacture, which is
the only manufacture referred to in Article 8 of the Covenant, depends, first, upon the
coming into force of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition
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and in Implements of War concluded at Geneva on June 17th, 1925, and, secondly, upon
a certain measure of publicity for State Lmanufactures, in order that non-producing
countries and producing countries may be placed on an equal footing;

" Taking note of the fact that several Governments have said that they are unable to
express a final opinion on the methods of securing publicity for State manufactures
until they know the conclusions reached by the Preparatory Disarmament Commission
on the question of publicity of war material 

" Requests the Council, as soon as the Preparatory Commission has concluded its
work, to convene a further meeting of the Special Commission for the purpose of completing
the text of a preliminary draft Convention. "

The CHAIRMAN then read the following amendments to this draft resolution, proposed
by the delegate of Germany:

Second paragraph, after the words " Article 8 of the Covenant " add the words
"and of the supervision of State manufacture ".

The third paragraph to be modified as follows : " Taking note of the fact that certain
reservations have been made with regard to the draft Convention and that several
Governments have said ."

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) thought that the documents which had been submitted to
the Council made it unnecessary for him to speak at length.

The Special Commission had been unable to reach a definitive text for the draft Convention,
in spite of four sessions, but the differences which had arisen had been progressively reduced.
Very few remained, but these were of considerable importance.

During the discussions, the idea that there was a connection between the draft Convention
to be prepared and the Trade in Arms Convention had been pointed out. An effective organi-
sation of supervision was therefore connected with the putting into force of the other Convention.

The most important differences of opinion arose in regard to Article 5 of the draft
Convention dealing with the supervision and publicity of manufacture. Article 8, paragraph 5,
of the Covenant only referred to private manufacture, but the Special Commission had thought
it necessary to extend the measures regarding publicity to State manufacture as shown by
paragraph 2 of Article 5. But some delegations justly objected that the methods of publicity
laid down by the proposed Convention could not be decided definitely until the Preparatory
Commission had discussed the matter.

The question came before the Council and he had been Rapporteur. Various Governments
had again drawn attention to the connection between the work of the two Commissions, and
it appeared to the majority of speakers that the convening of a Conference would be premature
before the results of the Preparatory Commission's work were known, and that a Conference
meeting under these conditions could not arrive at the definite text of a Convention.

M. FIERLINGER (Czechoslovakia) noted that the Roumanian proposal corresponded with
the attitude adopted by Czechoslovakia in the Special Commission.

He desired, however, to add a few observations.
M. Antoniade had spoken of the interdependence of the problems of private manufacture

and State manufacture. As a matter of fact, all these questions were closely interrelated ; the
idea of disarmament, paragraphs 1 to 4 of Article 8 of the Covenant, the supervision of manu-
facture, paragraph 5 of the same article, and supervision of the trade in arms and munitions,
Article 23 of the Covenant.

Thus the supervision of the trade in arms, governed by the 1925 Convention, which many
States had unfortunately failed to ratify, connoted, to a certain extent, the supervision of
private manufacture. Furthermore, Article 8 of the Covenant mentioned this point, because
it was important to ascertain to what extent private industry produced the armaments which
might subsequently be used for warfare.

The Special Commission had taken for its starting-point the idea that the system of licences
should be adopted, as being the most perfect and efficient system. A number of States, including
the United States of America, had, however, found it difficult to subscribe to this principle,
and, if the United States did not accede to the Convention, no great Power in Europe would
be willing to ratify it.

That was one reason why they should endeavour to find a new basis for the Convention.
He did not wish to influence in any way the future decisions of the Special Commission, but
thought they should seek to discover a new system of information and statistics, more rapid
and more effective than that in force at the present time for commercial information.

Such a system would have the great advantage that all States could agree to it, and they
might thus solve certain very difficult questions connected with the manufacture of various
materials which, though not necessarily constructed for military purposes, might nevertheless
form a powerful weapon.

The system of licences accepted by the Commission did not offer any particular advantages
and most European countries had adopted, for their own purposes, national regulations for the
close supervision of the private manufacture of arms. For instance, a law taken from the former
Austro-Hungarian legislation was in force in Czechoslovakia for the control of such manufacture.

He thought that the best guarantee for satisfactory international control was mutual
confidence. Without such confidence, no system could produce results. To know how much
material had been manufactured was, moreover, more important than to know the purpose
for which it had been manufactured.
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He did not put forward any definite proposal -indeed, this was not the place to do so
- but he thought that the Special Commission might deal with the question.

He wished to support the Roumanian proposal to the effect that they should not again
convene the Special Commission until the great questions of disarmament had been enunciated
more clearly. They would then have had time to consider the draft promised by the French
delegation and could see to what extent it took into account the control of State manufacture.

He addressed the Committee in the same spirit as various other delegates who had spoken
within the last few days; in particular, he endorsed the clear and reasoned statement of
M. Loudon, President of the Preparatory Commission. Making mutual concessions, they
should endeavour to find some practical basis for agreement. It would be impossible to attain
their ideal straightaway, but they might make some progress and the time - anxiously awaited
by the League of Nations - when they would be able to sign an agreement on the main problems
of disarmament might not be so far off.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he spoke on this question both as President of the
Special Commission and as German delegate. With regard to the political question, he agreed
with M. Antoniade, for he was perfectly well aware that, if the minority in the Special Commission
did not desire a Conference, it was impossible to contemplate convening one.

He wished, however, to point out to M. Antoniade that the Roumanian resolution resembled
rather too strongly a minority report. The majority of the Committee desired that the Confe-
rence should be convened as soon as possible, because it was of opinion that the effect of the
Convention on the Trade in Arms depended on the adoption of the Convention on the Manu-
facture of Arms. It therefore desired that the work should be undertaken with all speed,
so that it might be possible to ratify the two Conventions simultaneously. That had not been
possible because no agreement had been reached.

It had been agreed that they should set up a system for the supervision of the private
manufacture of arms, and publicity for all manufacture, whether State or private. With
regard to the extent of publicity for State manufacture, many difficulties had arisen, since
several countries did not wish to go so far as others. Most States asked that the number,
weight and value of the manufactures should be published, whereas other States wished the
value alone to be mentioned.

Finally, he would like the discussion to be adjourned and to meet M. Antoniade with
a view to preparing a joint text which might obtain a majority in the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN said that he had himself been about to make that suggestion. He asked
M. Sato, who had amendments to submit, to be good enough to consult Count Bernstorff and
M. Antoniade with a view to securing a joint text for submission to the Committee.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) said he agreed with Count Bernstorff.
He then drew the Committee's attention to the third paragraph of the draft resolution,

which read as follows:

" Taking note of the fact that several Governments have said that they are unable
to express a final opinion on the methods of securing publicity . . .

He wished to remind them of the following remark which appeared in one of the documents
submitted to the Third Committee:

" The representatives of Salvador and the Netherlands emphasised the fact that
the Special Commission was entrusted by the Council with a duty which it could not
decline on the mere grounds that the question of publicity of war material was under
consideration by the Preparatory Commission. They also pointed out that the last
Assembly had foreseen the possibility of a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms meeting
before the International Disarmament Conference. "

He said that his country was quite ready for a further session of the Special Commission.
In his opinion, they should add, as the last paragraphho o the draft resolution, the t eewords

" regarding the question of the publicity of material of war ".

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) wished to cell attention to the last pargraph of the resolution.
This was, in his opinion, a peremptory instruction to the Council ; he would suggest that it
might be left to the Council to decide whether or not it was advisable or necessary to call a
further meeting of the Commission. He thought the Council should be left to exercise its
choice. He would suggest the words:

" . . . to consider the advisability of convening a further meeting of the Special
Commission. "

Would it not be as well to hold over the final decision until the next meeting ?

The CHAIRMAN proposed, in view of the lateness of the hour, that they should adjourn
the discussion. He hoped that delegates who proposed to suggest modifications in the draft
resolution would be good enough to get into touch with the author of the proposal in order
that, at the next meeting, they might submit to the Committee a text likely to meet with the
approval of the majority.

(The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m.)
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ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Monday, September 23rd, 1929, at 9 a.m.

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia).

23. Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms
and Ammunition and of Implements of War (continuation of the discussion):
Designation of a Rapporteur. Adoption of a Draft Resolution.

The CHAIRMAN, before opening the discussion on the draft resolution, proposed that M.
SANDLER should be appointed Rapporteur to the Assembly.

The proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN read the following draft resolution submitted by the Roumanian, German,
French, Japanese and Netherlands delegations:

' The Assembly has taken cognisance of the documents transmitted to it by the
Council on the work of the Special Commission responsible for framing a draft Convention
on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms
and Ammunition and of Implements of War;

"It recognises the importance of the task entrusted by the Council to the Special
Commission;

" The Assembly considers that the organisation of the supervision of private
manufacture - the only manufacture referred to in Article 8 of the Covenant - in
conjunction with the publicity, to be defined later, of State manufactures, which would
place non-producing countries and producing countries on the same footing, would facilitate
the entry into force of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition
and Implements of War, dated June 17th, 1925, Geneva;

"It notes, however, that certain reservations have been made in respect of the draft
Convention and that several Governments have said that they are unable to express a
final opinion on the methods of securing publicity for State manufactures until they know
the conclusions reached by the Preparatory Disarmament Commission on the question
of publicity of war material;

" The Assembly therefore requests the Council to consider the desirability, as soon
as the Preparatory Commission has concluded its work in connection with the publicity of
implements of war, of convening a further meeting of the Special Commission to complete
the text of a preliminary draft Convention."

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) observed that the draft resolution submitted by the
Roumanian delegation at the previous meeting had noted that the organisation of private
manufacture, the only manufacture referred to in Article 8 of the Covenant, was linked up,
first, with the coming into force of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and,
secondly, with a certain measure of publicity for State manufacture, in order that non-producing
and producing countries might be placed on an equal footing.

This resolution, which was conceived in the spirit of the report of the Special Commission
for the Preparation of a Draft Convention on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture
and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War, had
apparently been approved by the majority of the Third Committee.

The delegate for Persia pointed out that the new draft resolution in no way conformed
with what had been decided by the Special Commission and embodied a text which aimed
at revising Article 5 of the said draft Convention in respect of publicity.

If it were not permissible to go back upon decisions taken by the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference, the same argument would apply to the Special Commission
for the preparation of the draft under discussion, which had already defined publicity of State
manufacture and of private manufacture, by placing producing countries and non-producing
countries on a footing of equality.

He therefore thought that the new draft resolution was mainly inspired by the wish to give
satisfaction to certain delegations which, after the close of the discussions in the Special
Commission, had maintained at the meeting of the Council that State factories working in the
interests of national defence could not be made subject to the same degree of publicity as
private factories.

The Persian delegate said that Persia would have to import the arms required for her defence
for a long time to come and would often be compelled to have recourse to private manufacturers
in foreign countries, who, if they were nationals of Powers which had ratified the Traffic in
Arms Convention or which had acceded to it, were bound to give to purchases by Persia a more
detailed publicity than that to be laid down for State manufactures.
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This system would undoubtedly tend to add to the inferiority in the means of defence
of the non-producing countries. It would compel them more and more to reduce their imports
from abroad and to embark upon enormous expenditure on armaments and the building of
factories, just at the moment when there was a general wish that countries should disarm.

For all these reasons, the Persian delegation could only accept the original draft resolution
put forward by the Roumanian delegate, which interpreted more faithfully than the second
draft the decisions taken by the Special Commission.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said, in reply to the Persian delegate, that, in the opinion
of those who had proposed the new text, nothing was changed in the Special Commission's
decisions, and they had in no way anticipated decisions concerning equal publicity of State
and private manufactures.

For the moment, they were only concerned with the convening of a Conference, which
everyone agreed could not be heldjf a considerable minority of the Committee did not desire it.

The CHAIRMAN thought that Count Bernstorff's explanation gave practical satisfaction
to the Persian delegate, since the substance of the resolution remained unchanged.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) replied that his remarks had particularly applied to the
third paragraph in the resolution, where a reference was made to the entry into force of the
Convention on the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War dated
June 17th, 1925. 

He pointed out that, in this Convention, it was expressly stated that the importing countries
must give detailed information on the value, weight and number of arms imported. If
concessions were to be made in this regime for producing countries, the non-producing countries
- and Persia was one such - would be unable to sign such a Convention.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that the Persian delegate knew quite well that he
himself, as German delegate, agreed with him, but he would point out that the formula proposed
was a compromise. Previously, they had spoken of " a certain measure of publicity "; now
they were speaking of a " publicity, to be defined later " for State manufactures. The question
was therefore left open.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) said that, if the Rapporteur would record his statement
in the report, he would have no further objection, especially as he quite agreed with the Japanese
delegate regarding the needs of national defence. He did not think that a country could be
compelled to publish certain information in virtue of a certain Convention, while other countries
would be required to publish other information in virtue of another Convention.

The CHAIRMAN assured the Persian delegate that his view would be recorded in the report.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that the French delegation accepted the resolution in a spirit
of conciliation, but reminded the Committee that the French Government was always of opinion
that the equality they sought to establish between producers and non-producers could only
prove illusory.

The CHAIRMAN stated that there were no further objections to the draft resolution.

The draft resolution was adopted.

24. Adoption of a Draft Report regarding the Draft Convention on Financial Assistance in
Case of War or Threat of War (Annex 7, document A.III.28.1929.IX).

The CHAIRMAN proposed the examination of this report, paragraph by paragraph. 

M. MASSIGLI (France) asked the Rapporteur whether he thought that the question of the
establishment of international control over the utilisation of the loan mentioned in the fifth
paragraph was a financial or a political question. For his part, he thought it was quite as
much political as financial.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur, replied that the question undoubtedly had a political
character, but it also had a clearly marked financial character, and that was why this suggestion
had been referred to the Financial Committee.

He thought that the beginning of the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 1 in its present
form:

" Secondly, many delegations think that the Council should be enabled to . . "

did not faithfully reflect the discussion which had taken place. This paragraph should be
re-worded as follows:

" Secondly, many delegations think - contrary to the opinionexpres sed by others
that the Council should be enabled to .. ."

In this way it would be clearly established that, if there were some delegations which
desired financial assistance to be rendered in case of a threat of war, others were opposed to it.

This proposal was adopted.
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M. HOLSTI (Finland) stated that the Finnish delegation concurred in the text for Article I
proposed by the British delegation, and he requested that the sub-title " Proposal by the
British delegation ", to paragraph II of the Annex to the report, be altered accordingly.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur, had no objection. They might say: "Proposal by the
British delegation, supported by the Finnish delegation ".

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) pointed out that Finland was not the
only delegation which supported the British proposal. It might be stated that, " among
others ", the Finnish delegation supported it.

This proposal was adopted.

The draft report thus amended was adopted.

25. Adoption of the Draft Report on the Establishment of a Wireless Station destined to ensure
Independent Communications to the League of Nations in Times of Emergency (Annex 8,
document A.III.34.1929.IX.).

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had already received a report on this
matter from the Joint Sub-Committee of the Third and Fourth Committees (Annex 9,
document A. III. 26. 1929. IX.).

He suggested that the Committee should consider M. Cassin's report at once.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) proposed that, in the second paragraph of Section II, the
words " between the seat of the League of Nations and the non-Eilropean States " should
be inserted in lieu of the words " between the League of Nations and the non-European States ".

M. CASSIN (France), Rapporteur, accepted this suggestion.

M. SATO (Japan) pointed out that the Third Committee had been fully informed of what
had been done by the Joint Sub-Committee, but that it had no idea of the measures that had
been taken by the Fourth Committee or of the procedure to be followed in future for the
establishment of this wireless station.

The CHAIRMAN replied that the Fourth Committee had adopted the proposal to insert
in the budget a credit of 50,000 francs. This was mentioned in the report.

M. CASSIN (France), Rapporteur, said that the Fourth Committee had approved the Joint
Sub-Committee's report. As the Third Committee had only had to consider the political
aspect of this question, it had not been thought necessary to refer the matter to the Committee
again, after the Fourth Committee had taken its decision, and before the report was drafted.
Agreement, however, was complete, and the Fourth Committee had included in this year's
budget the sum mentioned by the Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN put the whole draft report to the vote.

The draft report was adopted.

26. Point of Order concerning Procedure in the Assembly.

M. LANGE (Norway) asked to speak on a point of order. He said that, at the last meeting
of the Third Committee, the Chairman had announced that the next meeting would be at nine
o'clock that morning. At the close of the last meeting of the Assembly, however, the President
of the Assembly had stated that the meeting of the Third Committee would be at ten o'clock.
In view of this statement, he had agreed to attend a meeting of his delegation at which his
presence was necessary. As he left his office this morning, he had received an envelope containing
the documents now under discussion. It had been materially impossible for him to read them
and therefore he must make every reservation with regard to the present discussion.

He also wished to express his astonishment at seeing on the Assembly agenda for to-day
the two reports now being discussed. He did not think that such a method of work was in
the interests of the work or of the' dignity of the Assembly. If he thought he were supported,
he would propose that steps be taken to delete these items from the agenda of the Assembly
for that day.

The CHAIRMAN apologised to M. Lange and wished to explain. When the President of
the Assembly had announced that the Third Committee would meet that day at 10 a.m., this
statement had at once been corrected and it had been given out that the meeting would be
at 9 a.m.

In the second place, the Chairman mentioned that the reports had been distributed in
the morning of the day before. It might happen that a particular delegation had not received
them, but that was apt to occur every year towards the end of the Assembly. In any case,
the Bureau of the Committee had taken the necessary steps to see that the delegations received
their documents in good time and could not be held responsible for what had happened.
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With regard to the Assembly's agenda, that was not arranged by the Third Committee
or by its Bureau. He had not known himself, the day before, that the reports now being
examined by the Committee would come up for discussion before the Assembly that afternoon.
When he had been told this on the previous evening, he had made no objection, believing
that all the reports had been distributed. The Bureau of the Committee had acted in a way
to satisfy all the members, and it was now for the Committee to decide.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he shared very fully the attitude
adopted by M. Lange. The habit of trying to rush things in the last few days of the Assembly

no new thing was absolutely deplorable, and they should make the strongest protest
against it. With regard to the other two points he would say nothing, as the Chairman had
given satisfactory explanations. He thought that the idea of putting the reports in question
on that day's agenda of the Assembly was an absolute scandal, and that they should inform
the President of the Assembly that, if he persisted in retaining them on the agenda, they would
not send in the reports until after the Assembly had risen.

M. LANGE (Norway) accepted the Chairman's explanations with regard to the distribution
of documents. Delays were apt to occur. He had only spoken to explain that he had come
to the meeting unprepared and to ask that the reports should be read.

He was glad to find himself supported by Lord Cecil and thought that the Chairman of
the Committee should endeavour to have the questions now under discussion in the Third
Committee removed from to-day's Assembly agenda.

The CHAIRMAN was glad that they recognised that the Bureau had done its duty. It
was for the Committee to decide, but he did not think that any dispute should be allowed
to arise between the Third Committee and the General Committee of the Assembly. The
latter would probably agree to these questions being removed from the agenda.

At the same time, he desired to inform his colleagues of the difficult position in which
Chairmen of Committees found themselves. Throughout the Assembly they were constantly
between the General Committee of the Assembly and the members of their own Committees.
Frequently the first delegates asked for the work to be expedited, while in the Committees
themselves members of the same delegations pointed out that they were being hurried too
much. It was difficult for the Chairmen of the Committees to satisfy both parties. All that
could be done was to try to restrain the one and to urge the other.

He would, however, endeavour to effect the following compromise with the General
Committee of the Assembly: questions which raised no difficulties - such, for example, as
the establishment of a wireless station - might be left on the Assembly agenda while they
asked for the questions connected with disarmament to be withdrawn. If, however, the
removal from the Assembly agenda for to-day of all the questions they were discussing to-
day was desired by the Committee, he would endeavour to arrange this.

M. LANGE (Norway) realised the difficulties and dangers of the Chairman. With regard
to M. Poullet's report, he did not foresee any particular difficulties, as he had full confidence
in that gentleman, but he would, however, have to make the necessary reservations. The
members of the Committee might have read the report, but it must be remembered that there
were members of the Assembly who were not on the Committee, and it would be' very difficult
for them to give these questions the necessary study.

A certain time-limit was laid down in the Rules of the Assembly and it was in the interests
of the dignity of the Assembly, and of its procedure, that these limits should be observed.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he must go a little further than Dr.
Lange. He would certainly strongly object to the reports on: (a) 7, Progress of the Work
of the Preparatory Commission ; (b) 8, Draft Convention on Financial Assistance ; (c) 10,
Establishment of a Wireless Station; on the Assembly agenda, being considered in the
Assembly that afternoon. The report on communications in times of emergency was a
matter of less controversy and possibly might be considered, but even as to that he
reminded the Committee of the position in which it was asked to place itself. If he were
not mistaken, the Rules of Procedure of the Assembly provided that no resolution was to
be considered until it had been laid before the Assembly in print and a period given for its
consideration. This report on communications in times of emergency was far more important
than an ordinary resolution. The others dealt with matters of the highest possible importance
to the future of the League, and it was suggested that on the very day they were presented to
the Assembly, without any possibility of the other members of the Assembly who were not
on the Third Committee having had time to read or consider them, they were to be dealt with
and disposed of. It would do a great deal towards giving rise to a wrong impression as to
the seriousness of the work of the League if their procedure were not conducted with the same
formality and ceremony as were common in national Legislatures. He therefore protested,
and, if the opportunity occurred, he would renew his protest in the Assembly itself.

Lord Cecil added that he had no intention of criticising the Chairman, for whom he had
the greatest respect and admiration.

The CHAIRMAN thanked Lord Cecil.

Sir George FOSTER (Canada) strongly associated himself with the sentiments of Dr. Lange
and Lord Cecil. In national Legislatures it often happened that business was rushed through.
But such procedure did not commend itself. The same was true of the present occasion. The
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eyes of the world were on the Assembly, whose duty was the promotion of the greatest cause
of our times. It had always been a matter of criticism and reproach that, towards the end
of the sessions of the Assembly of the League of Nations, there was undue haste to leave Geneva.
The business of the League suffered in consequence. That attitude should be counteracted
and the reproach levelled against the League removed.

M. LANGE (Norway) proposed the following resolution as a conclusion to the discussion:

" The Third Committee requests its Chairman to inform the President of the
Assembly that it cannot consent to items 7, 8 and 10 on the Assembly agenda of
September 23rd being discussed at the meetings on that day."

At the very time when the Committee was making its complaints, the Assembly was
discussing the appointment of a committee to propose improvements with a view to facilitating
the Assembly's work. The Chairman of the Third Committee and Lord Cecil were on that
Committee, and the Third Committee would probably agree in requesting them to see that
the measures taken took due account of the observations that had just been made.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) supported M. Lange's proposal.

The CHAIRMAN thought that Lord Cecil, in speakingoft he procedure that should be adopted,
had put the question in the right light. There were certain very definite rules concerning the
discussion of questions in the Assembly, but they had had frequent occasion to observe that
these rules were not always followed. Everyone would therefore agree with Lord Cecil.

In order not to inconvenience the General Committee of the Assembly with regard to that
afternoon's agenda, the Chairman had telephoned that the questions under discussion in the
Third Committee would not be ready for the meeting in question.

M. LANGE (Norway) thanked the Chairman and thought that in this case his proposal
was unnecessary. He asked that his remarks should be included in the Minutes.

The CHAIRMAN took note of these observations.

27. Adoption of a Draft Report concerning the Model Treaty to strengthen the Means for
preventing War (Annex 10, document A.III.32.1929.IX).

M. LANGE (Norway) asked that the report should be read slowly as he had not had time
to study it.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, reminded the Committee that he had been
asked to prepare the report on Saturday at midday, and that he had had to send it in by
5 o'clock that afternoon. He had been unable to get into touch with the various delegations
to ascertain whether their views were exactly rendered. It was therefore necessary to complete
the report to-day, and the speaker desired to read it himself.

He proposed the insertion of the following sentence before the last paragraph:

On the other hand, the discussion of the draft Convention concerning Financial
Assistance has shown that the establishment of a final text on this subject would be
greatly facilitated by the preliminary discussion of the method of application of Article 11
of the Covenant, and of a draft Convention on the means of preventing war."

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) had no'objection to the insertion of this
paragraph. It ought not, however, to be inserted as the conclusion of the Committee as a
whole, but as the conclusion of a certain number of members of the Committee.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) proposed the following wording:

" On the other hand, certain delegations were of the opinion that the discussion . .

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) was prepared to accept the proposal as amended. He
reminded the Committee that the text of the treaty in question had been proposed by Germany,
and he thought that there would be no objection to the insertion of the word " multilateral "
at the end of the penultimate paragraph.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) accepted this addition.

The draft report was adopted with these two modifications.

28. Adoption of a Draft Report on the Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmamnelnt Conference (Annlex 11, document A.III.33.1929.IX).

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the draft report and proposed that the same
procedure should be followed as for the previous report.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, read his report.

- M. LOUDON (Netherlands) pointed out that it should be made quite clear that it was Lord
Cecil who spoke in the paragraph beginning with the words: " Since 1927, new factors had
arisen . "
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Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, agreed with M. London, and suggested that
this paragraph should begin: " Since 1927, in Lord Cecil's view, new factors had arisen. There
was real hope, he said, that an agreement would be reached . . ; and, furtheron: "Lord
Cecil considered he would have failed in his duty .

He continued reading his report and pointed out that the paragraph beginning with the
words " the British draft resolution was supported by a large number of delegations ", should
be replaced by the following text:

" The British draft resolution was supported by a large number of delegations. A
large number of other delegations, however, while reserving their views on the substance
of the questions raised by Lord Cecil, emphasised that these questions had already been
discussed at length in the Preparatory Commission. These latter delegations pointed out
that it was impossible to give instructions to a Commission which included delegates
of several Powers not Members of the League, and that it was inexpedient to re-open
important conclusions already reached with their assistance.

"Such action might lead to protracted delays and prevent the success of the work.
It was also observed that the agreement on naval armaments, which was anticipated in
the near future, would represent, as it were, a second step, the first being that taken
by the Washington Conference.

" In the case of land and air armaments, on the other hand, the question was being
approached for the first time, and there was not as yet any practical experience available
as regards disarmament in this new sphere, although certain countries had already made
large reductions in their forces of their own accord. For the moment, therefore, it must
suffice to lay down the main general principles which would be acceptable to the greatest
possible number of countries, and it was no use attempting to do everything at one blow. 

M. SANDLER (Sweden) proposed to amend the beginning o f the same paragraph to read
as follows:

" The British draft resolution was supported wholly or in part by a large number
of delegations."

Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, in order to meet M. Sandler's wishes, proposed
that the paragraph should commence as follows:

" The British draft resolution received in some cases a complete and in others the
partial support of a large number of delegations."

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that, in his opinion, the new text proposed by the
Rapporteur completely changed the character of the report. On the one hand, only a few
words were devoted to the remarks of the speakers who had supported Lord Cecil's proposals
and, on the other hand, considerable prominence was given to the ideas of the delegations
which had not shared his opinion.

While he had no objection to the new text proposed, it was important, in his opinion, to
state clearly that the ideas thus put forward were those of the delegations and had nothing
to do with the Commission's own opinion.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) understood that, in spite of the observation he had just made,
Count Bernstorff had no absolute objection to the text proposed. He would observe that,
although the page just read by the Rapporteur outlined the views of the delegates who did
not share Lord Cecil's opinion, it was none the less true that the latter's ideas were fully set
out in the previous pages. He -therefore thought that the Rapporteur had remained entirely
impartial in proposing the addition of the text he had just submitted to the Committee.

M. LANGE (Norway) entirely agreed with Count Bernstorff. It was not quite exact to say
that the various speakers who had taken part in the debate had confined themselves to approving
wholly or in part Lord Cecil's suggestions. Other ideas had been expressed, in particular
by M. Munch, who had suggested that even the first Convention should not be confined to being
a Convention for the limitation or prevention of an increase in armaments, but should provide
machinery for a gradual reduction.

It also seemed to him that Lord Cecil had emphasised, in a particularly eloquent and
impressive manner, the impatience of public opinion in regard to this work imposed on the
League of Nations by the Covenant itself, the results of which the public had been awaiting
for ten years. This extremely important argument could not be entirely disregarded.

In conclusion, the Norwegian delegate thought the Rapporteur would agree with him that
it would be a great advantage if the report could be submitted to the Assembly without any
reservations or additional suggestions being made at the last moment during the final debate.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) naturally had nothing to say about the
contention of Count Bernstorff and Dr. Lange that their views, and the views of those who
spoke in support of them during the debate, were pot sufficiently emphasised.

He would, however, draw attention to two sentences in the text which it had just been
proposed to add to the report :

" It was also observed that the agreement on naval armaments which was anticipated
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in the near future would represent, as it were, a second step, the first being that taken by
the Washington Conference."

" In the case of land and air armaments on the other hand, the question was being
approached for the first time, and there was not as yet any practical experience available
as regards disarmament in this new sphere, although certain countries had already made
large reductions in their forces of their own accord. "
He had no recollection that these observations were made. If, however, his colleagues

assured him that they had brought forward these arguments, he had nothing further to say.
The reason why he drew their attention to these sentences was to ask whether they did not

produce rather an unfortunate impression, which would confirm the view of those who thought
that the Preparatory Commission was quite ready to reduce naval, but not land, armaments.
That would be in the teeth of the principles which it had constantly laid down. Consequently,
he thought it would be better to omit the sentences, though he would have nothing further
to say if his colleagues desired their inclusion.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) was willing to accept the original report, but, if the proposed
insertion were to be made, he would reserve the right to make a further addition. The speaker
pointed out, moreover, that it was not, in the opinion of the German delegation, a question of
giving instructions to the Preparatory Commission, but of giving an opportunity to States
represented on the Third Committee, which were not Members of the Preparatory Commission,
to state their views. This argument in favour of a discussion of Lord Cecil's proposals did not
appear in the report.

Finally, like Lord Cecil, Count Bernstorff did not remember the Washington Conference
being mentioned during the discussion.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that, so far as it had been possible
between noon and 6 p.m. on Saturday last, he had got into touch with a certain number of
delegations with a view to solving the following problem. Was it necessary to give in detail
what the French, German, Danish and other delegations had said ? That seemed to him difficult,
eighteen delegations having taken part in the debate. It would make the report inordinately
long. It had appeared to him sufficient to note the opposing theses in an objective manner --
the British thesis, with the support that it had received, and the thesis of those who were
against the idea of sending Lord Cecil's suggestions to the Preparatory Commission.

Everyone had agreed that the positions taken up by the individual delegations need not be
mentioned, it being possible to ascertain those positions by reference to the Minutes of the
Third Committee. The Rapporteur had thought that, in these circumstances, he should content
himself with putting forward Lord Cecil's thesis, that of the delegations which had opposed
his suggestions, and the thesis of M. Politis, which discussed the final resolution and gained
unanimity.

The Rapporteur thought that he had adhered to this general programme, even though
he had to-day supplemented, by a few lines, the arguments of the delegations which had
opposed Lord Cecil's proposals. He thought so all the more as Count Bernstorff's observation
had also been made by M. Loudon.

It seemed to him that the report had been framed in such a way as to lead one to believe
that -the opinions expressed by Lord Cecil, were those of the Rapporteur. Heh ad therefore
proposed, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, that the words " in his opinion " should be,
added wherever necessary in the text.

Count Bernstorff had then declared, in regard to the proposed addition, that anyone
reading the report would think that the new draft expressed the opinion of the Committee.
It was easy enough, to meet his view, to add also in the text the words " in their opinion ". The
last sentence of the amendment, for example, would then read:

" For the moment, therefore, it must, in their opinion, suffice to lay down the main
general principles .. .

The speaker then referred to the criticism that he had referred to the British suggestions
merely in the phrase " they were supported by several delegations ".

General de Marinis had already pointed out that the comments and arguments put forward
in support of Lord Cecil's proposals preceded the development of his thesis. That would be
apparent when the report was read at leisure. As to the arguments in favour of the opposing
thesis, they were given after it had been pointed out that Lord Cecil's proposals had met with
certain objections. Of course, if Lord Cecil wanted any addition to be made, in order to empha-
sise any argument put forward by him, or by any of the delegations which had supported him,
the Rapporteur would make every effort to meet his wishes.

Consequently, also, if the German delegation asked that any particular point put forward
by those who had supported the British delegation, and which did not at present find a place
in the report, should be mentioned, their wishes should be met, for -the report should be
essentially objective.

M. Lange considered that public apprehension in the matter had not been sufficiently
stressed, a point which Lord Cecil had developed before the Committee. In regard to this, the
Rapporteur referred to the second paragraph of his report, where it was stated :

" Since then, much progress has been made in regard to aihitration and a certain
amount in regard to security. In regard to armaments, the position had remained stationary.
This fact had alarmed public opinion, because the nations were more anxious than ever
for at least a paitial fulfilment of the promise contained in Article 8 of the Covenant. "
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The idea was there, but, if it were desired to add two or three sentences, the Rapporteur
had no objection.

M. SATO (Japan) regretted that he could not share Count Bernstorff's opinion, supported
up to a certain point by M. Lange. Count Bernstorff was of opinion that if the new paragraph
proposed by the Rapporteur were inserted, it would be necessary to insert also the arguments
of those who had supported Lord Cecil's proposals.

If the question was examined objectively, said M. Sato, one had to recognise that there
had been a proposal by Lord Cecil which he had had full opportunity to explain. A certain
number of delegations had supported Lord Cecil's thesis, but with arguments more or less
identical. He thought, therefore, that it was sufficient to say, as the Rapporteur had said, that
the British delegation's draft resolution was supported entirely, or in part, by a large number of
delegations.

On the other hand, there had been strong opposition in the Committee to the British
thesis. The report dealt with this opposition in ten lines or so. M. Sato thought this insufficient.
That was why he supported the new wording proposed by the Rapporteur, which introduced
certain supplementary details. The claim did not seem excessive, seeing that three pages of
the report had been devoted to a long statement of the British thesis.

As regards the part of the amendment where it said :

" It was also observed that the agreement on naval armaments, which was anticipated
in the near future, would represent, as it were, a second step, the first being that taken
by the Washington Conference.

" In the case of land and air armaments, on the other hand, the question was being
approached for the first time and there was not as yet any practical experience available ",
etc.

Lord Cecil had claimed that there had never been any question of that in the Committee.
M. Sato regretted that his remarks had not succeeded in attracting the attention of the British
delegate, for it was he who on Thursday had developed this thesis in the Committee.

He thought that his views were shared by several other delegations and he would therefore
he glad if the Committee would retain the new draft, including the two sentences which had
been the object of Lord Cecil's remarks, and which expressed the facts in regard to the present
situation of land and air disarmament. It seemed clear that this idea of taking a first step,
without expecting too much from it, had been supported by several delegations. The Rappor-
teur, therefore, was right to mention it. M. Sato wished to point out, however, that he was
not the author of the amendment under consideration.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) apologised to M. Sato for having overlooked
the latter's argument, which he now remembered.

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought that the difficulties were due to there not having been a real
conclusion to the debate. One might say that each party had retained its original position.
The Rapporteur had to reflect the debates accurately without going into all the details, and it was
inevitable that certain members of the Committee should complain that they had not received
a big enough share. The speaker did not, however, seek to hide the fact that he was responsible
for some of the additions proposed.

Would it not be possible to do the opposite to what had been done up to now, and shorten
the report, instead of lengthening it ? What was important was that the Assembly should
know what was the beginning and what the end of the discussion. As there had been no definite
conclusion, it was not necessary that the intermediate stages, though interesting, should be
gone through in the report since they were in the Minutes.

It would suffice to give the text of the proposal made by Lord Cecil with a brief analysis,
to state the objections put forward in a few lines and then the conclusion reached. Lord Cecil
would, he had no doubt, agree to his proposal being explained briefly; and in the same way,
the part referring to the declaration of the President of the Preparatory Commission and the
arguments put forward by Lord Cecil's opponents could be abridged. The conclusions formulated
by M. Politis would be recalled, and, since the proposal which he had put forward had been
unanimously adopted, it would perhaps be unnecessary to refer to Lord Cecil's remarks regarding
this proposal.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) agreed.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the meeting be suspended to enable the Rapporteur to
modify his report on the lines proposed by M. Massigli, taking into account the wishes of the
members of the Committee who had 'taken part in the discussion. Thus, the report could be
submitted to the Assembly for discussion next day. If the Rules of Procedure were strictly
followed, the Assembly would not be able to discuss the question before Wednesday, which
would delay its work considerably.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) agreed with M. Massigli, He wished to support the idea
expressed at the beginning of the discussion by the Rapporteur. His remalks had only been
made because of the later changes made in the report. He wondered if M. Sato, who complained
that there was not sufficient equilibrium in the matter of the space allotted to the arguments
of the two parties, had read the report to the end, for everything that the opposition had said
came again into the part dealing with M. Politis's speech.

(The sitting was suspended at 12.10 and resumed at 12.25).
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Viscount POULLET (Belgium), Rapporteur, said that agreement had easily been reached.
Since it was the statements of the points of view of the various delegations that some had wished
to lengthen and others to shorten, the simplest thing was to omit these statements. The opinions
of the various delegations could be ascertained from the Minutes.

The amended draft report was adopted without remark (Annex 12).

29. Adoption of a Draft Report on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture and Publicity
of Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War (Annex 13,
document A.III.36.1929.IX).

The CHAIRMAN said that, as the report had just been distributed, it was hardly necessary
to have it read out.

M. LOUDON (Netherlands) proposed a slight modification in the text in the third paragraph
of the draft resolution. The Netherlands delegate had himself proposed the insertion of the
word " however ". He thought this word was not in its right place and would be better at the
beginning of the following paragraph. He accordingly suggested that the paragraph should
begin: "Noting, however, that..."

The CHAIRMAN, noting that there was no objection, declared this amendment adopted.

The draft report as amended was adopted.

30. Communication from the Chairman of the Advisory and Technical Committee for Commu-
nications and Transit.

The CHAIRMAN announced that he had received from the Chairman of the Advisory and
Technical Committee for Communications and Transit a letter with regard to the observations
previously made on the question of the wireless station. This letter would be distributed to
the delegations and annexed to the Minutes of the present meeting (Annex 14, document
A.III.37.1929.IX.). The Chairman therefore thought it unnecessary to read it.

31. Close of the Committee's Work.

The CHAIRMAN, at this late hour, did not wish to inflict a speech on the members of the
Committee. He would confine himself to noting that the Committee had discussed a number
of extremely important questions in the traditional spirit, and that the debates, as well as
the speeches made by the delegates of the great Powers, justified the highest hopes as to the
future of the work of disarmament.

He concluded by thanking all the members of the Committee and those who had assisted
in its work.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire) said he was sure he was voicing the opinion
of the Committee in proposing a cordial vote of thanks to the Chairman and Vice-Chairman.

This was not a simple formality. The whole Committee felt very grateful to the Chairman
for the practical manner in which he had directed the discussions.

It was the Committee's duty to pay tribute to the Chairman for the way in which he had
carried out his work, for his foresight and for his continued devotion to the cause of peace.

The CHAIRMAN said be was very touched by Lord Cecil's words, for which he thanked
him and all his colleagues in the Committee. He was very grateful that no one resented
his sometimes decisive, but always pacific, method of conducting the work.

(The meeting rose at 12.45 p.m.)
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A.III/12.1929.IX.
ANNEX 1.

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

OBSERVATIONS BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION.

1. The term " threat of war " should be omitted from the draft. There should be no
question of financial assistance until all pacific means for the settlement of a conflict have been
exhausted, and so long as there has been no aggression. Provision might, if necessary, be made
for affording financial assistance to a State which appears to be threatened, but only if and
when this State is actually a victim of aggression.

2. The 100 million gold francs quoted as an example in the " Expose des Motifs " seems
to be too high a figure.

3. Article 12, 2 (b). The provision according to which the Council may at any time
remove a trustee seems inadvisable if we consider the high importance of the character of a
trustee, and should be reconsidered.

4. We think it would be desirable to submit the draft Convention to very careful legal
examination in view of its juridical aspect - particularly as regards the relationship between
the provisions concerning the setting in operation of the loan and the provisions of the Covenant
(Article 16).

5. A connection should be established between the signature of the Convention and a
general Disarmament Convention.

A. 1I/16.1929. IX.
ANNEX 2.

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

NOTE BY THE JAPANESE DELEGATION.

The Japanese delegation, as already stated during last year's discussions, is somewhat
reluctant to accept the proposal that financial assistance should be granted even in the case
of threat of war. It is of opinion that, in an emergency, the possible application of this scheme
of assistance in the cases mentioned in paragraph 1 of Article 11 of the Covenant might not
always lead to the desired pacification. It accordingly proposes that the Convention in question
should not be applied in the case of " threat of war ". Nevertheless, it considers it advisable
that in such a case the League Council should draw the attention of the parties to the dispute
to the existence of the scheme for financial assistance.

A.III/14.1929.IX.
ANNEX 3.

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

OBSERVATIONS BY THE PERSIAN DELEGATION.

1. The Danish delegate has said that the existence of manufacturers of arms in itself
constitutes a threat of war, and that there is reason to fear that these powerful groups, attracted
by the presence of a large reserve fund formed after the ratification of this Convention, would
do all in their power to bring about a threat of war. From this he concluded that an article
should be introduced into the Convention laying down that no country could receive financial
assistance unless it had first ratified the Conventions on the trade in arms and on the
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manufacture of arms. The Persian delegation does not consider this argument sound, at
all events for non-manufacturing countries, which are obliged to buy their armaments from
the great producing Powers ; for the latter can always prevent the sale of armaments if they
think that the State ordering them has aggressive designs. It is for this reason that the Persian
delegation proposes that, should the Third Committee decide to include conditions of this
kind in the text of the Convention, they should apply only to armament-producing countries.

2. The German delegate has suggested that the Convention for Financial Assistance
should not come into operation until the Disarmament Convention has been ratified. It would
be contrary to the great ideas of the League Covenant if this Convention for the prevention
of war were made dependent upon the future Convention for the establishment of a more secure
peace. It is now, when armaments are not limited and every country can do as it pleases in
the matter, that the threat of war is most serious. It seems to the Persian delegation, therefore,
that, if the League is genuinely anxious to progress towards a limitation of armaments as the
prelude to complete disarmament, the Convention for Financial Assistance must be brought
into operation before any of the others - without even waiting until they are ready.

3. The Persian delegation entirely agrees with the Netherlands representative, who
considers that the expression " involved in the threat of war " should be more clearly explained
when it refers to the Members of the Council which must not vote on the question of granting
a loan to a threatened country.

The Persian delegation also thinks that, by laying down that loans can only be granted
by the unanimous vote of the Council, we should in most cases be depriving countries which
have been attacked or are threatened by war of the benefits of the Convention, and therefore
we should not succeed in establishing that security for all countries at which we aim. For
that reason, the Persian delegation is of opinion that a strong majority in the Council should
suffice for a decision as to whether a loan should be granted to a country attacked or threatened
with attack.

A.III.20 (1).1929.IX.
[Revised text.]

ANNEX 4.

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE DRAFTING OF ARTICLE 1.

The Third Committee of the Tenth Assembly appointed a Sub-Committee to prepare
a new text of Article 1 of the draft Convention on Financial Assistance. The results of the
work of this Sub-Committee are shown below:

I. - The first paragraph of Article 1 to read as follows:

"In order to safeguard the peace of nations in conformity with the aims of the
Covenant, it is agreed:

"(a) If a State, in violation of its international obligations, resorts to war against
a High Contracting Party, the Council, seized in virtue of the Covenant, and at the request
of that Party, should 1 decide that the financial assistance provided for in the present
Convention shall be accorded to the said Contracting Party."

II. - For the second paragraph, different texts havebeen proposed. The Sub-Committee
has not been able to agree on any one of these proposals and therefore submits herewith the
various alternatives:

Proposal by the British Delegation.

" (b) If the Council, in pursuit of its duty under the Covenant, shall, in any inter-
national dispute likely to lead to war, have taken action to safeguard peace, then, if either
of the parties to the dispute shall refuse or neglect to comply with any directions given
by the Council in furtherance of such action, the Council may accord financial assistance
to the other party."

Proposal by the French Delegation.

" (b) Further, if two or more States have undertaken under conditions to be defined
by a Convention on the means of preventing war, or undertake before the Council to
carry out the measures recommended by the Council in order to prevent or arrest hostilities

f The French delegation requests that the words ", the Council should " be replaced by the words ," it shall be the
duty of the Council to ".
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between them, the Council may declare that it will accord financial assistance to those
of the States in question, being parties to the present Convention, to whose detriment
the said measures have been infringed."

Proposal by the German and Italian Delegations.

In the first paragraph the word" should " to be replaced by the word " may " and the
second paragraph to read as follows:

"(b) If in a crisis the Council considers that there is a danger of war, it may notify
the two parties to the dispute that financial assistance will be granted to the State against
which one of the parties to the dispute goes to war. The Council may add this notice
to the recommendations that it may make in virtue of Article 11 of the Covenant."

The British, Danish and Swedish delegations propose to add the following sentence to the
end of the second paragraph:

" However, before granting financial assistance, the Council shall try to use all
appropriate measures to stop the conflict by mediation or other means. 

III. - The third paragraph to read as follows:

"(c) The financial assistance referred to in paragraph (b) of the present article
shall only be granted by the Council subject to the previous undertaking of the State
involved:

"(1) To accept and apply the provisional recommendations which may be made
by the Council with a view to preventing the aggravation of the situation or to the
reestablishment of peace 2, and

" (2) To accept the Council's mediation or the arbitral or judicial settlement of
-the dispute."

IV. - Additional Article (Article 1 A).

The French delegation, supported by the Finnish, Netherlands and Spanish delegations,
proposes to add the following article to the Convention:

" Without prejudice to the obligations arising from Article 16 of the Covenant, the
High Contracting Parties undertake to give no help, direct or indirect, to any Powers that
may be involved in hostilities against a High Contracting Party to which the financial
assistance provided for by the present Convention has been accorded."

ANNEX 5.

TECHNICAL PLAN FOR A GENERAL REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS, DRAWN UP
BY THE INTER-PARLIAMENTARY UNION AND DISTRIBUTED TO THE
THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE DANISH DELEGATION.

PREAMBLE.

The Twenty-fourth Inter-Parliamentary Conference 
Recalling the fact that the Inter-Parliamentary Conference of Washington and Ottawa

proclaimed " the necessity of giving to the nations a feeling of security ";
Believing that, in addition to the security guaranteed by the League of Nations, and

which the Union wishes to see better defined and more efficacious, one of the means, and
one of the most important, of reaching that end would be a general reduction of armaments;

Considering, moreover, that the Peace Treaties of 1919-20 fix the limits for the armaments
of certain States " in order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of armaments
of all nations";

And in view of the fact that a Commission constituted by the League of Nations in pursuance
of Article 8 of the Covenant with the mission of preparing a general Disarmament Conference
is at present engaged in the elaboration of a draft Convention for the reduction of armaments :

Is happy to see the United States of America co-operating in the work of the said
Preparatory Commission, and expresses the wish that other States not Members of the League
of Nations may also join in the work before the meeting of the Disarmament Conference.

1 The Danish and Swedish delegations request that this should read: "i referred to in paragraphs (a) and (b) ".
Otherwise they make a reservation concerning the text of the first paragraph (paragraph (a)).

2 The French delegation makes its approval of Section (1) of this paragraph subject to the final drafting of the second
paragraph (paragraph (b)).
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It notes with satisfaction that the technical studies and -the discussions of the Preparatory
Commission have, in spite of all the imperfections which characterise them, served to clear
the ground to a certain extent and to prepare the way for the elaboration of a draft Convention.

It recommends to the attention of the Governments and members of the Conference the
general technical plan for a limitation and reduction of armaments accompanying the present
resolution, it being understood that, in particular, Sections A, B and C of Chapter II, (Special
Rules) are submitted as examples. It invites the National Groups of the Union to transmit
the said plan to their respective Governments and Parliaments and requests the Inter-
Parliamentary Bureau -to communicate it to the Preparatory Commission.

TECHNICAL PLAN.

I. General Principles.

A. - Agreements as to the limitation and reduction of armaments of the several States
must take the following principles into account, except in cases of an entirely special character :

1. In fixing the limit of the armaments of each State, the whole of the elements of a
military, geographical, demographical, economic, financial, moral and political order which
may constitute the war potential (" potentiel de guerre ") of the State in question must be
taken into account, but the limitation should in principle affect only land, naval and air
armaments properly speaking.

2. Further, regard must be had, when fixing that limit, to the length of frontiers and
of coast, to the particularly exposed situation of a given State, and to the special tasks
incumbent on States which are Colonial Powers.

3. The limit of armaments of each State must be such that no State retain a force or war
potential enabling it to constitute a hegemony and to defy the decisions of the authorities
of the League of Nations taken in conformity with the Covenant of the League.

B. -- No State is authorised to increase its present armaments. States whose present
armaments exceed the limits which shall be agreed upon shall proceed to a gradual reduction
of armaments in conformity with the following principles:

1. The basis for the gradual reduction of armaments is obtained by taking the average
of the armaments of the State in question during the three (five) financial years preceding
the year...

2. The elements to be taken into account in calculating the average for each State
shall be:

(a) Peace-time effectives and effectives which can be mobilised within a given time
in all land, sea and air forces;

(b) The duration of active military service;
(c) The annual contingent of recruits;
(d) The total tonnage of war-vessels;
(e) The total tonnage of the air force attached to the army and the navy;
(f) The total sum expended annually for armaments on land, at sea and in the air.

The expenditure referred to under (f) shall be calculated on a gold basis. In addition
to military expenditure properly speaking, provision shall be made, in the total expenditure
allowed, for all credits allocated to the following purposes:

Subsidies for the development of national industries with a view to their mobilisation
in the event of war;

Subsidies to the mercantile marine on condition of possible transformation of
merchant ships into warships;

Subsidies to civil aviation with a view to the utilisation of the machines in the event
of war.

3. The total military expenditure of whatsoever nature shall be reduced in a proportion
to be agreed upon, beginning as from the financial year 19... This reduction shall be repeated
every ... years, always taking as basis the average of the three (five) financial years originally
decided upon, until the average has reached the final limits to be agreed upon.

4. Extraordinary military expenditure incurred as a result of a recommendation of the
Council of the League of Nations shall not be considered as forming part of the expenditure
to which the reduction applies.

II. Special Rules.
A. - Land Forces.

1. Peace-time effectives and effectives which can be mobilised within a given time must
not be increased and must be gradually reduced in conformity with the general principles
enumerated above.

2. A certain proportion, not to be exceeded, must be fixed between the number of officers
and non-commissioned officers and of men under arms or who can be mobilised within a given
time.
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3. The number of rifles, machine-guns and cannons of various calibres must be limited
to a certain proportion corresponding to the peace-time effectives and to the contingent of
recruits, in conformity with the principles laid down in the Peace Treaties of 1919-20 concerning
the limitation of armaments of certain countries.

4. The maximum calibre of cannons must be fixed.
5. Tanks must be prohibited.
6. The preparation of means of chemical and bacteriological warfare and training in

their use must be forbidden.
7. The numerical strength of the police force and Customs officers must be limited.
8. The organisation of associations not recognised by the official military authorities

and giving military instruction to their members must be forbidden. In estimating the total
forces, account must be taken of private organisations recognised by the authorities, as well
as of the forces organised by the State itself.

B. - Naval Forces.

1. Within the limits of the total tonnage of each State, the tonnage of different categories
of vessels must be limited in conformity with the principles contained in the Treaty of Versailles
concerning the German navy.

2. New naval construction must be prohibited during a period of years to be agreed
upon, and engagements taken as to the delay to be observed in the replacement of vessels
of different categories.

3. The maximum tonnage of each category of vessels to be constructed, as well as the
calibre and number of cannons, must be limited.

4. Submaiines must be prohibited.
5. The construction of new naval bases must be prohibited.
6. The number of effectives in the navy and the annual contingents for naval service

must be limited in proportion to the total tonnage in order to prevent marines from being
used as reinforcements for the land army.

C. - Air Forces.
1. Military aircraft should be employed exclusively for reconnoitring purposes. The

limits of those military air forces must be fixed in proportion to the forces of the army and
navy of each country.

2. The number of pilots receiving military instruction must be fixed in proportion to
the air units.

3. The number of machines, as well as their total engine power, must be limited.

D. - Military Expenditure.
The annual expenditure:

(a) On equipment and ammunition for the land army in the mother-country, as
well as in the other territories under the authority of the State;

(b) On naval material - ships, armament, etc.;
(c) On material for the air force;

must not be increased and must be gradually reduced in a proportion to be agreed upon.

E. - Demilitarised Zones.
1. With a view to removing the danger of frontier incidents and to creating a greater

sense of security within the States, demilitarised zones shall be created, especially on exposed
frontiers.

2. These zones shall be placed, if need be, under international supervision.

III. Supervision.

1. A Permanent Disarmament Committee composed of representatives of the States
parties to the Convention shall be created, with the mission of supervising the execution and
application of the rules agreed upon and their adaptation to changed circumstances.

2. States shall be under obligation to furnish to that Committee detailed information
concerning the elements of their land, naval and air organisation, including all necessary
information concerning their military expenditure.

3. The Secretariat of the League of Nations shall publish each year an abstract of the
military expenditure of each State, reckoned in gold francs, and all other information as to
their military (land, naval and air) preparations.

4. In order to facilitate the publication of the above abstract, the States shall supply
a statement of all credits affected to military, naval and air purposes, on the basis of a common
uniform model.
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5. Each State shall have the right to bring to the attention of the Committee any fact
which, in its opinion, constitutes an infraction of the agreements concerning the limitation
of armaments. The Committee may submit the case to the Council of the League of Nations.

6. The Council of the League may order an enquiry on the spot.

7. The Council shall give a decision as to the justness of the complaint. Contested decisions
shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice.

8. In order that the application of the dispositions prohibiting the preparation of the
means of chemical or bacteriological warfare, as well as training in their use, may more easily
be supervised, an international organisation of the industries concerned shall be created under
the aegis of the League of Nations.

IV. Final Provisions.

1. The Permanent Disarmament Committee shall propose and submit to the contracting
Powers any modification to the Convention which it considers useful.

2. The gradual reduction shall continue until:
(a) The peace-time effectives, including officers and non-commissioned officers,

do not exceed 3 per thousand of the population of the State concerned;
(b) The effectives which can be mobilised within a given time do not exceed 12 per

thousand of the population;
(c) The peace-time effectives of native troops in territory outside that of the

mother-country do not exceed 3 per thousand of the population of those territories, and
the native effectives which can be mobilised do not exceed 12 per thousand of the population
of those territories;

(d) The naval forces do not exceed 4,000 tons per million inhabitants of the mother-
country and 700 tons per million inhabitants of other parts of the State or Empire in
question.
3. These figures may, however, be increased or reduced in a proportion to be fixed by

the Convention, taking into account the facts mentioned in the general principles enumerated
under "A "

4. States whose armaments are already below the limits specified in this Plan need not
proceed to the gradual reduction referred to in Chapters I, B, and II. They will be subject,
together with the other States, to the supervision provided for in Chapter III.

5. States which consider that their situation allows them to disarm more rapidly or in
a greater measure than is provided for by the above stipulations are at full liberty to do so.

A. III./30.1929. IX.

ANNEX 6.

COMMUNICATIONS AFFECTING THE WORKING OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

IN TIMES OF EMERGENCY: FACILITIES TO BE GRANTED TO AIRCRAFT.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: M. Rene CASSIN (France).

I. The Assembly referred to the Third Committee that part of the General Report and
Supplementary Report on the work of the League since the last session of the Assembly which
deals with disarmament problems.

Among the questions treated are those connected with the means available to the League
to discharge its functions at all times, and more particularly the proposals made in 1926 by
the French delegation to ensure the independence and security of the League's communications
at times of emergency.

One aspect of this problem - the question of the wireless station - has been the subject
of a special debate and a separate report to the Assembly.

The present report concerns the question of facilities to be granted to aircraft used to
ensure aerial communications of importance to the working of the League, and especially
to convey delegations to the League or their correspondence and League officials or League
correspondence.

II. The International Commission for Air Navigation, before which this question was
laid by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit, adopted
at its last session texts to be inserted in the International Convention on Air Navigation of
October 13th, 1919, defining the special legal status of aircraft employed to secure aerial
communications of importance to the working of the League of Nations. The Commission
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will again meet towards the end of the year to complete these texts and conclude its work,
more particularly on the question of facilities to be granted at times of emergency.

The Third Committee, having not yet had before it any definite conclusions from these
protracted enquiries, has not been called on to decide on the essential points of these questions,
which are of great importance as regards the legal relations between the League of Nations
and countries whose territory would have to be flown over by aircraft ensuring communications
of importance to the League. There is no question of taking incidental decisions with regard
to the suggestions that have recently been made for the creation of an air fleet, or with regard
to possible arrangements for supervision or identification, etc., etc.

In view, however, of the time that has already been devoted to this problem by the
International Commission for Air Navigation, and having regard to the resolution of September
26th, 1927, in which the Assembly emphatically stated that it was the duty of States
Members of the League to facilitate by all means in their power the meeting of the Council
in case of emergency ", it may be well to recall the general terms of the problem and press
for an early solution.

III. The Assembly will be most anxious to lay down the method to be followed to prevent
these matters remaining indefinitely under consideration.

On the proposal of the German, French and Japanese delegates, it was decided to propose
to the Assembly the procedure that should be followed to allow of a prompt and full examination
of the proposals of the International Air Navigation Commission.

In the first place, the Council is requested, as soon as the Commission has terminated
its work, to cause to be studied the measures necessary to ensure that aircraft engaged in
transport of importance to the working of the League may be free in times of emergency to
fly in such a way and over such territory as may be necessary for the carrying out of their
mission.

It will submit the results of this enquiry to the various Governments and, if necessary,
will at the same time inform the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

As, moreover, it is necessary from the point of view of the freedom and security of aircraft
flying over States to ensure communications of importance to the League of Nations in times
of emergency that as little as possible shall be left to chance and unilateral decisions, and
that each authority concerned shall be aware of its obligations, it would be desirable for the
Secretary-General and the various Governments to agree beforehand as to the rules to be
observed and the normal route to be followed by aircraft.

These definite rules, known beforehand, would facilitate the mission to be carried out in
the joint service of the League and the various countries. It would avoid errors and disappoint-
ments. A certain elasticity might be ensured by making provisions for departures from
established rules and routes for the aircraft, or, if necessary, and in urgent cases, in the form
of special arrangements concluded between the Secretariat and some particular Government.

Consequently, the Tenth Assembly, being desirous of improving the machinery of the
League of Nations and of ensuring its communications of every kind with every nation, is
invited to adopt the following resolution:

"The Assembly has noted the work undertaken by the International Air Navigation
Commission with regard to the juridical status of aircraft utilised to ensure air communica-
tions of importance to the working of the League of Nations, and the facilities to be
granted to these aircraft.

" It trusts that this work will be completed as soon as possible, in order that the
results may be submitted for the examination of Governments.

" The Assembly accordingly requests the Council, as soon as the work of the Air
Navigation Commission is finished, to have a study made, possibly by the Committee
on Arbitration and Security, of the requisite measures to ensure that aircraft engaged
in transport of importance to the working of the League of Nations may be free in times
of emergency to fly in such a way and over such territory as may be necessary for the
carrying out of their mission, the Secretariat and the Governments having come to an
agreement beforehand as to the rules to be observed and the normal routes to be followed,
and as to any departures therefrom."

A. III/28.1929. IX.

ANNEX 7.

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: M. COBIAN (Spain).

At its last session the Assembly requested the Financial Committee to frame in all its
details a complete draft Convention for financial assistance to be submitted to it at its present
session.
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This recommendation by the Assembly has been fully complied with. I am sure I shall
be interpreting the wishes of all the delegations here represented if I first cordially thank
the Financial Committee for the exceedingly valuable work it has done.

There is no need for me again to give a survey of the general framework of the Convention.
The system of financial assistance proposed is already sufficiently known. It consists, in a
word, in the guaranteeing by the other States of a loan to be issued on behalf of a country
which is attacked or which is threatened with war. All that is needed at the moment is to
bring the work of the present session to a satisfactory conclusion and to give a general survey
of the discussions which have taken place.

The questions raised in the Third Committee during the examination of the draft Convention
may almost all be classified under two distinct heads: those questions which are clearly financial
and technical and those the solution of which depends upon political considerations. These
two kinds of questions call for a different procedure.

Let us begin with the financial questions. In the course of discussion, a whole series of
suggestions were made, some of them most useful, on clearly technical points ; for example,
the exclusion from the guarantee, in the interest of the loan, of a State situated in special
circumstances, or, again, the establishment of international control over the service of the
loan. These suggestions, which are recorded in the Minutes of the Third Committee and
which I will refrain from enumerating here, will have to be thoroughly examined from the
financial point of view before any final decision can be taken. The he Third Committee proposes
that they should all be referred to the Financial Committee for examination and report.

The second category of questions comprises problems of a political nature. I will venture
to deal briefly with the four questions which I consider the most important.

1. The question which has dominated the whole discussion is that of the cases in which
financial assistance may or should be given. This point is dealt with in Article 1 of the draft
Convention. The Third Committee was unanimous in declaring that the Council should be
able to accord such assistance to a party to the Convention against which another State had,
in violation of its international obligations resorted to war. Many delegations would like to
go farther and stipulate that in such cases it would be the duty of the Council to accord
assistance.

Secondly, many delegations think that the Council should be enabled to render financial
assistance in case of a threat of war. These delegations, however, differ widely in their views
as to the conditions under which financial assistance should in such a case be given. Some
delegations, being of opinion that the rendering of financial assistance before was has broken
out is closely connected with the measures which the Council can take to safeguard peace,
would like a decision on this question to be reserved until the fate of the Convention on the
means of preventing war has been determined; others consider that the two questions can
be settled separately.

Owing to the differences of opinion which I have just mentioned, it has not yet been
possible to agree on the text of Article 1 of the draft Convention. Annexed will be found the
results of the work of a Sub-Committee which had been instructed to propose a new text
(Annex 4). The proposals of the various delegations are set forth in this annex.

2. The second question is that of the possible connection between the Convention of
Financial Assistance and the Disarmament Convention.

Most of the delegations admitted the necessity for such a connection. In order to clarify
ideas, the Third Committee drafted an additional article which was adopted on first reading.
The exact way in which this article will have to be combined with the other articles of the
Convention still remains to be considered. The text is as follows:

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. The present Convention shall cease to have effect as soon as the general
Disarmament Convention ceases to be operative.

" 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."

This last paragraph was referred for examination to the Financial Committee.

3. The third question concerns the stipulations with regard to the vote of the Council,
the cases in which unanimity will be required, those in which a simple majority will suffice
and, finally, the determination of those States which will not take part in the vote. The
majority of the Third Committee held that, in framing these stipulations, it was desirable to
follow as closely as possible the exact terms of the Covenant. Accordingly, the following text
was adopted on the first reading for the first two paragraphs of Article 26:

" 1. Decisions of the Council under Article 1 shall require the agreement of all the
Members represented at the meeting, other than the representatives of the parties to
the dispute.

" 2. All other decisions taken by the Council in virtue of the present Convention
shall be taken by a simple majority of the members represented at the meeting other
than the representatives of the parties to the dispute."
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4. The fourth question relates to the authority which will have to settle disputes concerning
the interpretation or application of the Convention. The draft proposes that the questions
regarding the execution of the guarantees shall be settled by trustees with a non-suspensive
right of appeal to the Council, and that it shall be the Council which in general decides on
any question of interpretation or application.

Several delegations proposed the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court of International
Justice. The suggestion which seemed to gain the approval of the majority of the Committee
consists in providing a non-suspensive right of appeal to the Court for all questions of interpreta-
tion, the Council deciding upon questions of application. Nevertheless, the Third Committee
was of opinion that the financial consequences of this solution should be examined by the
Financial Committee.

With regard to the first question, namely, the determination of cases in which financial
assistance may or should be given, the differences of opinion are for the moment so wide that
it was impossible to reach even a provisional agreement within the very limited time which
the Assembly has at its disposal for the discussion of a question of this kind. This does not
at all mean that an agreement is impossible; on the contrary, all the delegations which took
part in the debate showed the strongest desire to find a solution and to reach a practical
result. The questions at issue, however, are so far-reaching and so complicated that time
is required in order to reflect upon them and to examine with the necessary care the pros and
cons of the various solutions proposed. Several quite new aspects arose for the first time
during the discussions of the last few days. It is impossible to dispose of these difficulties
offhand.

In these circumstances, it soon became apparent that there could be no question of finally
adopting the Convention during the present session of the Assembly. On the other hand, to
postpone the matter until next year can hardly be considered a satisfactory procedure.
Accordingly, the Third Committee proposes that the Committee on Arbitration and Security
should be asked to examine the draft Convention and to establish its text in collaboration
with the Financial Committee. This text would then be submitted either to a special diplomatic
conference or, at the latest, to the next Assembly. This procedure seems to furnish the best
guarantees that the details will be well considered, which is an indispensable condition if we
are to reach a final agreement.

The Third Committee submits for approval by the Assembly the following 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 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.

" 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."

A. III/34.1929. IX.

ANNEX 8.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A WIRELESS STATION DESTINED TO ENSURE INDEPENDENT
COMMUNICATIONS TO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS IN TIMES OF EMERGENCY.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: M. Rene CASSIN (France).

Following on proposals by the French delegation, the Council, at its session of December
1926, requested the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit
"to institute immediately . . . with a view to submitting a report to the Council at
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the earliest possible date, the necessary enquiries in order that the League may have at its
disposal a wireless station of its own, sufficiently powerful to enable it to communicate
independently with the greatest possible number of States Members of the League ". This
resolution was adopted by the Council when considering measures to facilitate communications
of every kind necessary for the working of the League in times of emergency.

The Assembly, in 1927, after noting the Transit Committee's preliminary report,
communicated to it by the Council, adopted the following resolution:

"The Assembly:

"Being desirous of adopting all measures likely to make possible the prompt application
of the system contemplated by the Covenant for the maintenance of peace, and of giving
to States Members of the League of Nations a greater feeling of security;

" Convinced that, in this connection, it is of the utmost importance to ensure the
rapid working of the organs of the League of Nations at times of emergency;

" Considering that their intervention in the shortest possible time may prove to be
an essential condition for the prevention of war;

" Trusting that greater facilities for the immediate operation of the machinery of
the League of Nations will assist the work of disarmament 

"Inspired by the spirit and provisions of the Covenant:
"Reasserts that it is the obligation of the States Members of the League of Nations

to facilitate by every means in their power the rapid meeting of the Council in times of
emergency;

" Invites the States Members of the League of Nations to take in advance all necessary
measures for this purpose;

" Congratulates the Council on having studied the question, to which the Assembly
attaches the greatest importance, and requests the Council to continue its studies,
particularly in regard to . . . the establishment of a wireless station at the seat of the
League . . . and, more generally, provisions enabling the League of Nations to be
prepared at any moment to meet any emergency with the greatest possible rapidity."

Between the eighth and ninth sessions of the Assembly, the Advisory and Technical
Committee continued its enquiries. In August 1928, new proposals were put forward by the
Swiss Government, after a meeting between Swiss experts and experts appointed by the Transit
Committee. At its ninth session, the Assembly decided that it would be preferable, in order
to allow Lime for addiional legal, technical and financial studies, to adjourn consideration
of this question until the present session.

The further studies on the legal aspects of the problem have been made by the Council
itself, and those on the technical and financial aspects have been made by the Advisory and
Technical Committee for Communications and Transit.

The Third Committee has thereby been enabled to form an opinion on the suggested
solutions, and to submit to the Assembly a draft resolution which, taken in conjunction with
the discussions in the Fourth Committee and a mixed Sub-Committee consisting of members
of the Third and Fourth Committees, will allow of immediate results being achieved.

The main object in establishing a wireless station, as shown by the above resolution, is
to allow the League of Nations to have at its disposal and under its direct management in
times of emergency independent wireless communications with the greatest possible number
of Members of the League. For these reasons a solution submitted for the consideration of
the Advisory and Technical Committee and the Assembly, giving to the League of Nations
certain special guarantees in times of emergency for the use of a station of European range
only, which would even in times of emergency remain under the management of the Swiss
authorities, did not seem to accord with the Assembly's wishes.

II.

The present Assembly had the choice of two solutions submitted at the last session of
the Assembly. The only essential difference between these two solutions was the manner in
which the proposed station should be operated in normal times. In both cases the proposal
was to establish a short-wave wireless station which would ensure wireless communications,
as perfect as was technically possible, with the various European and non-European stations
throughout the world. In times of emergency this station would allow of permanent
communications being maintained between the League of Nations and the countries in danger
of becoming involved in a conflict. Communications could thus as a rule be passed direct and
not through intermediary countries, and the League of Nations would obtain for its telegraphic
communications the same independence which national stations in various countries afford
their Governments.

In normal times, this station could deal with telegrams exchanged between the Secretary-
General and the various delegations and the greatest possible number of non-European States,
either direct or by relaying. It could also provide a broadcasting service for circular telegrams,
information intended for the various Governments and administrations and, if necessary, the
Press. It would facilitate the rapid transmission of important documents to distant States
and would thus strengthen the ties between the League and non-European States. By telephonic
broadcasting it would also keep the public throughout the world better informed on the work
of the League.
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One of the solutions proposed (Solution a) was that the League of Nations itself should own
and operate this station at all times, the station being utilised only for official business. The
other solution (Solution b) proposed by the Swiss Government in August 1928, which was
submitted at the same time by the Advisory and Technical Committee, provided for the
establishment of a station which would comply with all the League's requirements, and would
carry out the League's programme. This station would be constructed at the cost of the League
and would be operated solely on behalf of the League, but in normal times it would be managed
by the Radio-Swiss Company, subject to certain definite guarantees to be accorded to the
League. In times of emergency as soon as the Secretary-General considered it necessary,
the station would pass under the exclusive management of the League.

The two solutions therefore do not differ as regards the operation in times of emergency
nor as regards the guarantees accorded either to the League of Nations or to the Swiss
Government (these guarantees are analysed below under III).

Nevertheless, the joint discussions between the Third and Fourth Committees showed
that, from a financial standpoint, the the solution involving the management of the station by the
Radio-Swiss Company in normal times and its tranference to the exclusive management of
the League in times of emergency offers at the present time sufficient advantages to warrant
its choice by the Assembly.

There is further the advantage, in the present state of technical improvements, for the
League of Nations to have at its disposal, in times of emergency, not only a short-wave, but
also a medium-wave station. In the suggested arrangement with the Swiss Government,
the short-wave station would be erected as an addition to the medium-wave station, which
has already been erected at the cost of the Swiss authorities. The whole of -this installation
would pass under the exclusive management of the League of Nations in times of emergency.

The arrangement with the Swiss Government would be operative for -ten years. After
that date, it would remain in force by tacit agreement. It might, howevel, be denounced by the
Swiss Government or the Secretary-General of the League of Nations under conditions to be
defined later in -the agreement, taking into account the interests at stake and particularly
the fact that the cost of establishing the short-wave station would have been borne by the
League.

III.

Such is the general nature of the solution proposed for the Assembly's approval. It is
important that the Assembly should also be acquainted in outline with the political, legal
and technical safeguards this solution provides, both for the Federal Government and for the
League and its Members. As regards the Swiss authorities, it is definitely recognised in the
resolution that the use of this station by the League in times of crisis can in no case be invoked
against Switzerland as affecting her international responsibility. Moreover, the Swiss
Government will be able to be represented at the station in times of crisis by an observer, whose
duties will be as laid down in the Council's resolution of March 9th, 1929. Lastly, it should be
explicity mentioned here that the use that would be made of the station by the League when
the station came under its exclusive management in times of emergency would be that laid
down by the Council in its resolution of March 9th, 1929.

All these safeguards which are given to Switzerland would, of course, equally hold good
if the League should in the future possess and work a wireless station of its own at all times.

The proposed agreement provides specific guarantees to the League that the station which
is to be ordered as advised by the Secretary-General will meet, the League's requirements,
will be kept furnished with all the latest technical improvements, and will be operated as desired
by the League, preference being given to the needs of official traffic. In normal times, the
Secretary-General will have a representative at the station, and will be represented on the
board of directors of the Societe Radio-Suisse. Further, all necessary provision is made for
facilities to be given in normal times to a staff selected by the Secretary-General of officials
undergoing training or of supernumerary officials, so that he may have an international staff
at his command in times of emergency, while the ordinary staff of the station would still be
at his disposal.

The transfer of the short-wave and medium-wave stations to the League's exclusive control
in times of emergency will thus he secured under satisfactory conditions.

Having regard to the independence of the League and the peculiar position of Switzerland
the solution offered for the Assembly's approval seems to reconcile satisfactorily the interests
involved. The States Members of the League will be assured, by this arrangement, of
unrestricted communication with the League's headquarters. They will certainly realise that
-the station specially established for League work is of public importance, and will do their best
to keep it in full work in normal times.

The decision to be taken by the Tenth Assembly, only a few days after the laying of the
foundation-stone of the new building, will not merely be of great importance in itself, but
will constitute one of the clearest signs of its growing strength and influence. Rapid and reliable
intercontinental communications are a feature of the modern world, and one of the most powerful
factors in bringing the nations into closer touch. It will be of real assistance to the League,
which is an expression of the international community to have at its disposal a station that
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can, apart from other means of communication and transport, communicate with all the world
at critical moments.

The Third Committee accordingly proposes that the Assembly adopt -the following
resolution:

"The Assembly:

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

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

Instructs the Secretary-General to take the necessary steps for the provision, as
early as possible, of a radiotelegraphic station, comprising in any case a post with a
worldwide radius so far as this may be technically possible, in conformity with the proposals
submitted to the Assembly by the Communications and Transit Committee.

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

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

A. III/26.1929. IX.

ANNEX 9.

JOINT SUB-COMMITTEE OF MEMBERS OF THE THIRD AND FOURTH COMMITTEES
APPOINTED TO EXAMINE THE QUESTION OF THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
A WIRELESS STATION.

REPORT OF THE JOINT SUB-COMMITTEE.

The Joint Sub-Committee met on September 17th. After examining the action to be
taken on Resolution B adopted by the Third Committee, the Joint Sub-Committee unanimously
decided to recommend to the Fourth Committee the adoption of solution (b) of the Brief
General Report of the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit
(station to be worked in normal times by the Societe Radio-Suisse and passing in times of
emergency under the exclusive authority of the League of Nations) (document A.18.1929.VIII).

In reaching this decision, the Joint Sub-Committee was guided by financial considerations
and by the fact that at the present time it might be of the greatest importance for the League
to have at its disposal, in emergency, not only a short-wave but also a medium-wave station.
The delegate of India has, however, reserved until later the final opinion of this delegation
on the Fourth Committee with regard to the advisability of establishing a short-wave station.

This recommendation of the Joint Sub-Committee enables effect to be given to the general
decisions taken by the Third Committee in its Resolution A. In these circumstances, it was
not thought necessary to propose to the Third Committee any amendment to the text of this
resolution.

The Sub-Committee was, however, of opinion that, in the report to be submitted by the
Third Committee to the Assembly, special stress should be laid on the fact that the purpose
for which the station would be used by the League, when it came under the League's exclusive
authority in times of emergency, should be that defined by the Council in its resolution of
March 9th, 1929.
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A.III/32.1929.IX.

ANNEX 10.

MODEL TREATY TO STRENGTHEN THE MEANS FOR PREVENTING WAR.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: Viscount POULLET (Belgium).

The Supplementary Report to the Assembly on the work of the League since the last

Assembly deals, among other things, with the model Treaty to strengthen the Means for

preventing War. The Ninth Assembly noted this model Treaty and appreciated its impor-

tance and declared that its adoption by a large number of States would serve to increase the

guarantees of security. That Assembly recommended it for consideration by States Members

or non-Members of the League of Nations, and hoped that it might serve as a basis for States

desiring to conclude a treaty of this kind.
The Secretary-General forwarded this resolution to States Members of the League and

to the non-Member States to which had been communicated the General Act and the other

model Treaties prepared by the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
On July 15th, 1929, the Netherlands Government informed the Secretary-General that

it had pleasure in declaring itself fully in agreement with the principles of this model Treaty,

at the same time making certain observations with regard to the form and substance of the
text.

The British representative submitted to the Third Committee a draft resolution inviting

the Council to request the Committee on Arbitration and Security to consider the possibility

of establishing a draft General Convention on the general lines of the model Treaty, which
could be referred to Governments in time to enable them to indicate, at the eleventh ordinary

session of the Assembly, whether they were prepared to accept it.
In the course of a brief discussion on the British draft, it was pointed out that the

Committee on Arbitration and Security, when examining the model Treaty in question, would

be able to make the alterations necessitated by the conversion into a general Treaty of a text

intended to apply to regional agreements.
The Third Committee adopted the following draft resolution, which it begs to submit

for the Assembly's approval:

" The Assembly:

" Recognising the importance 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 general 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."

A.III/33.1929.IX.
ANNEX 11.

PROGRESS OF THE WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION

FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporteur: Viscount POULLET (Belgium).

During the general discussion in the present Assembly on the work done by the League

since its ninth session, a large number of speakers laid particular stress on the importance of

the disarmament problem. At the request of the Netherlands delegate, the President of the

Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, the part of the General Report

and Supplementary Report dealing with this grave problem was submitted by the Assembly
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to the Third Committee. The Third Committee devoted several meetings to examining the
progress of the work of the Preparatory Commission. At the opening of the discussion,
Viscount Cecil, delegate of the British Empire, submitted the following draft resolution:

"The Assembly:

" Being convineced 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 Disarmament 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;

"(c) The limitation of material, either directly 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."

In explaning the nature of his draft resolution, Viscount Cecil emphasised the fact that
it was not the object of this draft to give instructions to the Preparatory Commission, but
only to draw its attention to certain points. In 1927, the Preparatory Commission had
undertaken to frame a draft Convention laying down the general principles for a reduction
of armaments. Since then, much progress had been made in regard to arbitration and a certain
amount in regard to security. In regard to armaments, the position had remained stationary.
This fact had alarmed public opinion because the nations were more anxious than ever for
at least a partial fulfilment of the promise contained in Article 8 of the Covenant.

Since 1927, new factors had arisen. There was real hope that an agreement would be
reached between the great naval Powers, and that the Preparatory Commission might be able
to incorporate it in its general scheme of disarmament. But it must not be thought that a
reduction of naval armaments alone was going to be an absolute security for peace. Of the
four suggestions which the British delegate proposed that the Assembly should submit to the
Preparatory Commission, the third, which referred to the limitation of war material, was,
in his opinion, the most important. The Preparatory Commission had dealt with this question,
but had been unable to agree on the method of effecting a direct or indirect reduction and
limitation of the war material of land forces, and it had merely provided for the guarantee of
publicity in regard to the expenditure on that material. Lord Cecil said l that he would have
failed in his duty if he had not asked the Preparatory Commission to reconsider the question.
As regards the other suggestions contained in his draft resolution, he did not think that, judging
by the Commission's Minutes, there was any reason why they should not be re-examined by
the Preparatory Commission.

M. Loudon, President of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference,
paid a tribute to the British delegate. The Commission's work was held up pending the
conclusion of a naval agreement ; negotiations were progressing favourably, and the Commission
was impatiently awaiting their result so that it might be discussed by a larger body on which
the other Powers concerned in the question would also be represented. As regarded the
suggestions submitted by the British delegate, M. Loudon explained that, according to the
Preparatory Commission's programme of work, that Commission was to deal with the problems
raised in (a), (b) and (d). As regarded the matter referred to in suggestion (c), he thought
that they could hardly hope at the moment to reconcile the conflicting views of the delegations
and that it would probably be useless to resume the discussion of this matter at the present
time, more especially as the decision taken was in itself a compromise.

The President of the Preparatory Commission, with the approval of several delegates,
pointed out that the next meeting of the Commission was to be its last, and that, at the end
of that meeting, it would submit its final report to the Council to enable the latter to fix the
date on which the First General Disarmament Conference could be convened.

The British draft resolution was supported by a large number of delegations, but other
delegations doubted the advisability of re-opening the discussion on questions which had already
been settled by the Preparatory Commission and of giving that Commission indications which
amounted to instructions for the continuation of its work. It was also held to be inexpedient,
from the point of view of courtesy, to give instructions to a Commission on which certain Powers
not Members of the League were represented.

Notwithstanding the differences of opinion with regard to this point, which was mainly
a question of procedure, the discussion, in which eighteen delegates took part, showed that
the Third Committee unanimously agreed that the work of the League should be hastened
so as to enable a first step to be taken as soon as possible towards carrying out the programme
for the reduction of armaments stipulated in Article 8 of the Covenant. Moreover, the
Commission unanimously recognised the importance, for the progress of the Preparatory


