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THIRD COMMITTEE.

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.)

AGENDA.

I. QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS MEETING

ON SEPTEMBER 10th, 1930.

Report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security on the Work of its Fourth
Session (Item No. 21 on the Agenda of the Assembly):

(a) Preliminary Draft General Convention to Strengthen the Means of
Preventing War;

(b) Draft Convention on Financial Assistance;
(c) Communications affecting the Working of the League of Nations

in Times of Emergency:
(1) Facilities to be granted to Aircraft;
(2) Motor Transport;

(d) Peruvian Proposal for the Amendment of Article 18 of the Covenant
of the League of Nations.

II. QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS MEETING

ON SEPTEMBER 13th, 1930.

Part of the Report on the Work of the League since the Last Session of the Assembly
(Chapters 3 and 4) concerning the Reduction of Armaments and Arbitration
and Security:

(e) Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference;
() Private Manufacture of and Publicity in regard to the Manufacture

of Arms and Ammunition and Implements of War;
(g) Supervision of the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and in

Implements of War;
(h) Statistical Information on the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and

Implements of jWar: 'Military Year-Book.
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FIRST MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, September 17th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

1. Chairman's Opening Speech.

The CHAIRMAN. - Gentlemen, - In opening our proceedings, I should like to express
my sincere gratitude to you for the great honour you have done me in asking me to preside
over this important Committee. I regard it as a tribute not only to me personally but also
to my country, which has distinguished itself by its devotion to the work of peace and to
the ideals of the League.

I have no intention on this occasion of making a speech to define the nature of our work
and the results which may be expected from it. On the other hand, I wish to be the first to
give an example of brevity and will merely say that I rely upon your assistance to enable
me to accomplish my task, as you may rely, not only on my complete impartiality, but on
my zeal and, above all, on my goodwill. In conclusion, may I express the hope that our
work will result in some definite progress towards the solution of the grave problems with
which we are called upon to deal and thus facilitate the task of the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference at its next session ?

2. Election of Vice-Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. - Gentlemen, - We must first complete the Bureau by electing a Vice-
Chairman. Have the members of the Committee any suggestions to make ?

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - May I suggest as Vice-Chairman M. Piip, delegate of Estonia,
who has been President and Prime Minister of his country, as well as Minister for Foreign
Affairs and Minister of War and many times a Delegate to the League of Nations. I think
he is very familiar with all the activities of this Committee.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania). - The Roumanian delegation is strongly in favour of the
proposal made by the honourable delegate for Finland.

M. 'COBIAN (Spain). - I strongly support the proposal submitted by the honourable
delegate for Finland.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). I also have the honour to support this proposal.

The GERMAN, SWEDISH and POLISH DELEGATIONS also expressed themselves in favour of
the proposal of M. Holsti.

The CHAIRMAN. - I think I can take it that the Committee unanimously accepts the
proposal to appoint M. Piip.

The proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. I invite M. Piip to take his place in the Bureau.

M. PIIP (Estonia). - Gentlemen, - I desire to thank you for the great honour which you
have done, first to my country and secondly to myself, by electing me Vice-Chairman of this
important Committee.

3. Adoption of the Agenda and of the Programme of Work.

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen, - We must now determine our agenda. Two questions
have been referred to us by the Assembly. On September 10th, the report of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security on the work of its fourth session (Item No. 21 of the Assembly
Agenda - document A.11.1930.VII, also documents A.30, C.357.M.149.1930. IX) was referred
to the Committee.

Item No. 21 comprises three headings:

(a) Preliminary Draft General Convention to Strengthen the Means of Preventing
War (document A.11.1930.VII);

(b) Draft Convention on Financial Assistance (document A.15.1930.VII);
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(c) Communications affecting the Working of the League of Nations in Times of
Emergency: (1) Facilities to be granted to Aircraft (document A.11.1930.VII) ; (2) Motor
Transport (document A.39.1930.IX).

To these three questions a fourth must be added: the Peruvian proposal for the
amendment of Article 18 of the Covenant of the League of Nations (document A.6.1930,
Extract No. 2).

At its meeting on September 13th, the Assembly also referred to the Third Committee
the questions included in the part of the Report on the Work of the League (document A.6.1930,
Extract No. 2) dealing with the reduction of armaments. These are as follows:

(a) Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference;
(b) Private Manufacture of and Publicity in regard to the Manufacture of Arms

and Ammunition and of Implements of War;
(c) Supervision of the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and in Implements

of War;
(d) Statistical Information on the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and in Implements

of War: Military Year-Book.

As you will observe, the questions referred to us by the Assembly form two distinct
groups. The first group comprises the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security
as a result of its last session. The second group covers questions relating to disarmament.
The Committee will have to decide with which of these two groups it desires to begin.

If no proposal is made, I shall make a suggestion to the Committee myself.
I think it is desirable that we should begin by examining the questions in the first group

-that is to say, the questions resulting from the last session of the Committee on Arbitration
and Security. The reasons for this proposal are very simple. At least two out of the four
questions in this group are probably ripe for solution, and for a solution which I hope may
be final.

The Committee is aware that the Convention on Financial Assistance is in such a position
that it can be adopted and submitted for signature to the delegates of the Assembly, who
were informed of this beforehand and have no doubt received the necessary powers from
their Governments.

As regards another question in the same group, that of communications in times of
emergency, there is reason to hope that an agreement may be reached very rapidly. If
necessary, the question could be referred immediately to a sub-committee, which would enable
the Committee, without loss of time, to turn to the examination of the other questions on
its agenda.

If there is no objection, I shall assume that the Committee is agreeable to this course, and
we shall begin by discussing the questions on the agenda examined by the Committee on
Arbitration and Security.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I entirely agree, but I hope that we
shall take financial assistance first and not the Model Treaty, as I think that we are nearer
agreement in regard to financial assistance than in regard to the Model Treaty.

The CHAIRMAN. - It was, in fact, my intention, if my proposals had been adopted, to
ask you to begin by studying the questions relating to financial assistance, and I am very
glad that a suggestion to this effect has now been made.

If there is no observation, that course will be adopted.

The Chairman's proposals were adopted.

4. Invitation to M. London, Chairman of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament
Conference, to take part in the Committee's Work.

The CHAIRMAN. - Before going any further, I should like to make two observations. I see
that the Netherlands Government is represented here by my excellent friend M. van Eysinga,
but I miss the presence of my other friend M. Loudon, the distinguished Chairman of the
Preparatory Commission. That Commission is to meet in November and it seems desirable,
both in the interest of that Commission and of its Chairman, that contact between us should
be established as soon as possible.

I think, therefore, it is most desirable that M. Loudon should be present at our discussions;
not only could he give us very valuable information, if necessary, in regard to the progress of
the Preparatory Commission's work, but I am sure that he would also profit by observing the
proceedings here, and that this would facilitate his future guidance of the Preparatory
Commission's work.

I would therefore ask your permission, on behalf of this Committee, to invite M. Loudon
to attend its sittings as an observer, with the right to take part in our discussions.

I interpret the silence of my colleagues as signifying general assent and I invite M. Loudon
to take his place among the members of the Committee.

(M. Loudon, Chairman of the Preparatory Commission, took his place among the members
of the Committee.)
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5. Appointment of Rapporteurs.

The CHAIRMAN. - Gentlemen, - a second preliminary question arises. Contrary to the
usual procedure of certain committees, I think it would be advisable to appoint Rapporteurs
before we begin our discussions.

I have observed that Rapporteurs who are appointed at a late stage sometimes have
difficulty in finding out what has been done when the discussions are somewhat involved. On
the other hand, if they are appointed at the outset, they know what is expected of them and
can note all the details of the discussion. Consequently, at the end their task is greatly
facilitated.

If you agree, I would suggest the appointment of two Rapporteurs for questions relating
to arbitration and security.

If there is no objection, I shall take it that the Committee accepts this suggestion in principle
and I hope that someone will be good enough to suggest names of members of the Committee
to act as Rapporteurs.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - I have the honour to propose M. Lange, Norwegian delegate,
as Rapporteur for questions concerning the General Convention to Strengthen the Means of
Preventing War. M. Lange has taken part in all the discussions on this matter and is well
qualified to act as Rapporteur.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - As Rapporteur for the Draft Convention on Financial
Assistance, I should like to propose the name of our colleague M. Cobian, who is familiar with
all the details of the question.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - I desire to support the proposals of the honourable delegate
for Sweden and of General de Marinis.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - I desire to support the proposals which have just been made.

It seems to me that a third Rapporteur should also be appointed for the other questions.

The CHAIRMAN. - A Rapporteur should in fact be appointed for the second group of

questions.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - For those questions, I propose M. Matos, delegate of
Guatemala, as Rapporteur.

The CHAIRMAN. - There is a proposal supported by several delegations to appoint two
Rapporteurs for the first group of questions - namely, M. Lange for the Preliminary Draft
General Convention to Strengthen the Means of Preventing War, and M. Cobian for the Draft
Convention on Financial Assistance.

I would point out that there are two other questions coming within the same group which
might be attached to the questions assigned to M. Lange.

The work would thus be divided between the two Rapporteurs as follows: M. Cobian
would draw up the report on financial assistance and M. Lange the report on the other three
questions in the first group.

The Committee unanimously appointed M. LANGE and M. COBIAN, Rapporteurs for the first
group of questions.

M. LANGE (Norway). - Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I desire to thank you for the mark
of confidence which you have shown me. I will endeavour to accomplish my task to the best
of my ability.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I desire to assure you once again of
my gratitude and of my devotion to this cause and also of my desire to carry out the task which
you have just entrusted to me.

The CHAIRMAN. - M. Guerrero has also proposed that we should appoint immediately a
Rapporteur for the second group of questions and has suggested the name of M. Matos, delegate
of Guatemala.

The Committee appointed M. MATOS, Rapporteur for the second group of questions.

6. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance: General Discussion (document A.15.1930.VII).

The CHAIRMAN. - We have now completed the preliminary formalities and can proceed
to discuss the substance of the questions on our agenda. The Committee has expressed a desire
to begin with the Draft Convention on Financial Assistance.

I need not recall the previous history of this question, which has been dealt with by our
Committee, the Assembly, the Council and the Arbitration and Security Committee for some
years past.

The draft Convention before you was drawn up by the Arbitration and Security Committee
in conjunction with the Financial Committee. It is reproduced in document A.15.1930.VII.
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The draft is accompanied by a report by M. Cobian, who will now act as Rapporteur to
our Committee, and I am sure he will be equally successful. The report is preceded by an
introductory note which appears on page 24 of the document mentioned above. This note is
a useful commentary on the text of the Convention which we are called upon to discuss.

Document A.15.1930.VII also reproduces two documents which the delegations may find it
desirable to consult. One on page 18 is the report by the Financial Committee. The conclusions
of this report have been incorporated in the text of the Convention submitted to the Committee,
which was drawn up by the Arbitration and Security Committee in conjunction with the
Financial Committee.

The second document appears on page 27. This consists of a synoptic table which served
as a basis for the work of the Arbitration and Security Committee at its last session. The first
column reproduces the provisional text discussed last year by our Committee.

As we had a very full general discussion on this provisional text last year, I will ask my
colleagues whether they think it necessary to reopen that general discussion this year. As the
principle of financial assistance appears to have been generally accepted by the Members of
the League, a general discussion would appear to be superfluous. The Committee can, of course,
decide otherwise if it thinks fit.

General TANczos (Hungary). - As my country is not represented on the Arbitration and
Security Committee, I should like to make some remarks of a general character.

.. The CHAIRMAN. It is only right that General Tanczos should be allowed to express the
general views of his Government if he considers that the observations which he has to make
would be out of place in the discussion of the articles of the Convention.

General TANczos (Hungary). At the Tenth Assembly, I drew attention to the fact
that the Hungarian delegation attaches great importance to the conclusion of a general convention
on financial assistance. In principle, the Hungarian delegation's views on this matter
remain unchanged.

As regards certain details discussed in the Arbitration and Security Committee, the
Hungarian delegation considers it necessary to state its views at the present time, more
particularly since Hungary is not represented on that Committee, and was therefore unable
to participate in the framing of the draft Convention.

The Hungarian delegation is of opinion that the present draft Convention exceeds in several
respects the limits laid down by the League Covenant, in particular by amplifying the powers
of the Council as provided in the Covenant.

The Council is essentially a political organ and its decisions, however well intentioned
they may be, are naturally affected by the special interests of the countries represented. It
follows that these decisions may not always be in accordance with the interests of countries
not represented on the Council and in certain cases may even run directly counter to them.

In these circumstances, Hungary, which is not a Member of the Council, and which, even
in the future, can only sit as a temporary Member of the Council for a short period, could not
accord its sympathy to a scheme which would extend the powers of the League Council to
questions which, notwithstanding their importance for Hungary, would be discussed and
settled within the Council without any opportunity being given to Hungary to express its
opinion. -

Our uneasiness on this point is all the keener because the Convention gives the Council
the power to decide whether a country has or has not violated its international obligations,
although in many cases such a decision involves points of an essentially juridical nature which
the Council, as a political organ, should certainly not be called upon to decide.

Apart from these considerations, there are others which were raised in the Third Committee
of the last Assembly and in the' Arbitration and Security Committee by the representatives
of other countries and which, for that reason, I will refrain from repeating. I will confine myself
to certain observations in regard to the text of the present Convention, which I will submit
when we come to them-in the course of the discussion.

I have ventured to give a general outline of the Hungarian delegation's views, although
for the reasons mentioned above and for certain financial reasons which were stated before
the Third Committee last year, I must reserve to my Government the fullest liberty regarding
its decision in the matter of this Convention.

However, as I said at the opening of my speech, we welcome this Convention, which, in
the view of a great number of delegations, is a new factor in the domain of security.

Baron VON PFLUGL (Austria). - General Tanczos has just drawn our attention to the views
of countries not represented on the Arbitration and Security Committee. The two Committees
- the Arbitration and Security Committee and our Third Committee - are constituted in very
different ways. The Arbitration and Security Committee has drawn up a draft Convention
which some countries - including my own - are unable to accept. In spite of the fact that the
idea underlying the draft is one which we view with great sympathy, my Government, because
its financial situation does not so permit, cannot accede to the draft in its present form. The
League is better acquainted with the financial situation of Austria than anyone else. You are
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all aware that our country is bound by international obligations both as regards its liberty
to contract loans, the dates on which such loans may be contracted and also in regard to the
assets which may be assigned as security for such loans. We know from recent experience
that, before we could obtain a loan, lengthy negotiations would be necessary and we could
not count on the financial assistance provided for in the draft Convention nor accept the
responsibility involved.

It is a matter of great regret to my Government that it is excluded from the benefits of
the proposed Convention, which is clearly intended to work to the advantage of all Member
States.

I have not been instructed to ask you to modify the draft Convention in order to adapt
it to present conditions in Austria ; however, the countries in regard to which Austria is bound
are represented on this Committee and I think it is for them to make suggestions which might
enable us, if not immediately, at all events later on, to accede to this Convention and to derive
the same advantages from it as all Member States.

The CHAIRMAN. -- Does any other member wish to make general observations ?
As no one has asked to speak, I take it that you are willing to begin the examination of

the articles. If it is desired to submit any amendments in writing during this examination or
if the appointment of a sub-committee to examine any new proposal is requested, the Committee
will have an opportunity of considering these questions.

7. Invitation to Count de Chalendar, Representative of the Financial Committee, to attend
the Meetings.

The CHAIRMAN.- Before going further, I should like to inform the Committee that Count
de Chalendar, the representative of the Financial Committee, is in Geneva. He has already
co-operated with us at previous sessions of the Arbitration and Security Committee and I
propose that, in order to facilitate our task, Count de Chalendar should be invited to attend
our meetings so that, if any technical questions arise, he may be able to furnish the Committee
with the necessary explanation immediately.

If there is no objection, I will inform Count de Chalendar of our desire for his assistance
and will ask him to hold himself at our disposal.

Adopted.

8. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance: Examination of the Articles.

The CHAIRMAN. - We will now proceed to examine the articles. I propose that we should
leave out the Preamble for the time being and examine this after the articles have been adopted.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - Although I think it is quite right that
we should go on until we get to some difficulty, I feel that to enter upon any contentious parts
of this Convention this afternoon would probably be a waste of time rather than a gain. It
would perhaps be better to give the members of the Committee an opportunity of considering
whether they desire to put forward any amendments when we reach any contentious part.
It is not for me to say when we shall reach such a part ; I am prepared to accept the Convention
as it is, but there are, I know, other members of the Committee who do not take quite so
wholehearted a view as I do of this subject.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Committee will doubtless agree to this procedure. If we come to
any difficulties, we will stop and will postone the examination of the contentious texts. In any
case, we will endeavour to make our task as easy as possible.

The French text of each article will accordingly be read in succession ; as all the members
have the English translation before them, I do not think this need be read.

ARTICLES 1 AND 2.

" Article 1. - If, despite the efforts which the Council of the League of Nations has
found it possible to make for the maintenance or the re-establishment of peaceful relations,
a State, in violation of its international obligations, resorts to war against a High Contracting
Party, the latter shall at his request receive the financial assistance provided for in the
present Convention, unless the Council decides otherwise.

" The High Contracting Party to whom financial assistance is granted undertakes,
for his part, to submit the dispute to mediation by the Council or to judicial or arbitral
settlement.

"Article 2. - If the Council, in the performance of its duties under the Covenant
and acting within the limit of its rights under the Covenant or under general or special
conventions applicable in the circumstances, shall, in any international dispute likely to
lead to a rupture, have taken steps to safeguard peace, including resort to mediation or
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any other means of peaceful settlement, and if one of the parties shall refuse or neglect
to conform to such steps, the Council may, at the request of the other party, if the latter
is a party to the present Convention, grant financial assistance to the last-named party.

"The High Contracting Party to whom financial assistance is granted undertakes,
for his part, to submit the dispute to mediation by the Council or to judicial or arbitral
settlement and to conform to any provisional measures that may be recommended by the
Council with a view to safeguarding peace."

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - My Government has submitted suggestions regarding Article I
which will be found on page 29 of document A.15.1930.VII. These suggestions are also given
in document C.A.S.102, and I submit them to the Committee for adoption.

The CHAIRMAN. - May I ask whether the text in the last column of page 29 of document
A.15.1930.VII has already been submitted to the Arbitration and Security Committee ?

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - That has been suggested later.

The CHAIRMAN. - In any case, you desire to maintain it ?

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - That is so.

The CHAIRMAN. - You therefore wish the text in the last column of page 29 to be regarded
as an amendment of Article I ?

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I feel a little difficulty about this matter.
I am sorry to say that I saw this document for the first time since I came into the room. If
I understand the document, it proposes a complete redrafting of Article 1 and Article 2. I
think that it is very difficult for any member of the Committee to make up his mind as to whether
that is a good thing to do or not unless we are told exactly what the changes are which the
Finnish Government desire to see made. If it is a question of drafting, I venture very
respectfully to appeal to my honourable friend, the delegate from Finland, as to whether
it is really a good plan to attempt in this Committee a complete redrafting of the Convention.
We shall certainly spend a great deal of time if we try to redraft the Convention in a Committee
of this size. If it is a question of substance, then I ask him if he will be good enough to point
out what is the particular change which he desires to see made by this amendment to Article 1.

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - I think that it is both ways. As regards the principle, if you will
take Article 1 as it stands here, it says " unless the Council decides otherwise ". You do not
find that in the Finnish suggestion. It is much more in detail; it says that the Council may
accord financial assistance. As regards the latter part, that is also more beneficial to a country
which may be the victim of aggression. I by no means want to go into detail, but I think that
it would be a right thing for this Committee to appoint a sub-committee, because we could
then refer the matter to that sub-committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - May I very respectfully suggest to
the Committee that, if we are going to do this, it will be an endless discussion ? We had this
Convention very carefully discussed last year; we went through it clause by clause; we
appointed a Sub-Committee ; it was all discussed ; we arrived at the conclusion that there were
still some points which required further discussion by what is substantially a Sub-Committee
of this Committee, because the Committee on Arbitration and Security includes only a certain
number of members of this Committee. It was then discussed with great thoroughness by that
Sub-Committee and a compromise solution was arrived at. If we are really to go back completely,
disregard all those proceedings, and recommence the discussion as we began it last year (which
is what I understand the delegate from Finland desires), we shall not have made any progress
at all during last year. I know that he is a very strong friend of this Convention, and indeed
it is largely the Finnish Government's suggestion. I venture to suggest to him very strongly
that any action of that kind means a very serious danger to the success of the Convention.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand). - I should like to support the suggestion of Lord
Cecil that a small committee be appointed and that the representative of Finland be asked
to explain the differences to that small committee and convince the small committee first,
before it comes up to this huge assembly for general discussion. You have only to look at one
of the proposals. I find in line 1 these words: " In the event of an imminent danger of rupture
I should like some explanation, and so would the whole of the Committee, of the meaning
of those words, because the Council, according to this proposal of the Finnish Government,
has to act in the event of an imminent danger of rupture. I think that the proceedings would
be very much shortened if the suggestion made by Lord Cecil is adopted - that a small
committee be appointed and the Finnish representative be asked to explain, not only the
character of the changes, but the reasons for them.
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The CHAIRMAN. - It should be explained that the Finnish Government's proposal refers
both to Article 1 and Article 2. For the clearness of the discussion, let us confine ourselves

for the moment to Article 1. The difference between the text submitted by the Arbitration

and Security Committee and the Finnish proposal is not merely one of form ; there is an essential

difference of substance. It would be useless to refer a question of this importance to a sub-

committee, in view of the fact that our ideas are sufficiently clear on this matter after three

years of discussion. The Committee should therefore take an immediate decision upon this
question of principle.

M. BENE (Czechoslovakia). - I desire to support what has been said by Viscount Cecil.

In the Arbitration and Security Committee we examined all these questions at length, and

differences of principle werer keenly discussed. For instance, the Finnish proposal states that

the Council should decide that financial assistance will be granted, whereas Article I of the draft

submitted to the Committee provides that the High Contracting Party attacked shall, at his

request, receive assistance. These two texts were discussed at length in the Arbitration and

Security Committee. Conflicting opinions were expressed as to principle, since the question

involves other consequences in regard to the competence of the Council, etc. The text submitted
to the Committee was adopted as a compromise for the purpose of reaching agreement. If the

Governments which adopted this comproise had changed their views agreement would have

been impossible. We should have entered upon a very lengthy legal discussion as to the powers

of the Council, and would not have been able to arrive at an agreement. For those reasons, I

support Lord Cecil's proposal.

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - I am very sorry that I called forth this difficulty, but I have

instructions from my Government to try to defend our original plan as much as possible. If

the Committee could go on with other articles to-day, I think that it would save a lot of time,

because I have to consult my delegation and perhaps it will want to submit a new text.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - Like M. Bene, I feel somewhat uneasy as to the direction which

the discussion is beginning to take, and I should like to recall the conditions under which the

question has been resubmitted to you.
The last Assembly gave the Arbitration and Security Committee very precise instructions

and requested it to put the finishing touches to the draft Convention, so that it might be signed

by representatives of the various Governments either during the present year or, at the latest,

during the present Assembly. If the Governments propose to go back to proposals already

rejected either by the Third Committee or by the Arbitration and Security Committee, we shall

never finish. Naturally, every Government has its preferences, and I have no hesitation in

saying that I should be glad to support the Finnish proposal. In order to reach agreement,

however, my Government has renounced its preferences and is prepared to accept a compromise

solution. We must adhere to this method. We must show our Governments texts with which

they are already familiar, and not new texts. I would urge the delegates not to. revive their

former proposals which have already been discussed and rejected, even if they are convinced

that they are superior to the text now put before us by the Committee on Arbitration and

Security.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador). - If this question were now being raised for the first time, I

should favour referring certain articles to a sub-committee; however, we have studied the

question for a long time now and the articles of the draft Convention represent a compromise.

We must therefore pronounce upon these articles without rou erse to other procedure such as

referring them to a sub-committee, except where it is a question of drafting.

There is some urgency, since the question has been under discussion for so long, and this

Convention should be drawn up and signed without further delay. The best thing, therefore,

would be to take a decision on each article, drafting questions being referred to a sub-committee.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - The Committee will have learned, from the speech of the

first delegate of the Netherlands in the plenary Assembly, that our delegation has come here

with the firm intention of co-operating as far as possible in this work as in all the other tasks on

our agenda, so that it may be completed. It is necessary to complete this work, and we must

not waste time over formal amendments. I therefore agree with the observations of M. Massigli

and M. Guerrero. We must all accept this compromise.
As, however, the Chairman has asked whether we have any observations to make on the

text of the articles, I should like to make two small suggestions in regard to details.
This excellently arranged draft is divided into chapters, each with a heading ; Articles 1 to 5,

however, have no heading, and I think they should have one. They are general provisions.

Therefore I suggest that we should call the first chapter: " General Provisions."
I also suggest that the word " mediation " should be replaced by a more general word -

for instance, by the word " consideration ", which is the word used in a similar context in the

Covenant with reference to these functions of the Council.
If you wish to refer these two small drafting questions to a sub-committee, I would agree

to this procedure.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). -I venture to propose that the Committee
now adjourn until to-morrow, on this understanding that, before the meeting to-morrow, any
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delegation which desires to propose an amendment to the text as proposed by the Arbitration
and Security Committee should put it down in writing and let us have it. We should not have
a general discussion or references to what happened last year, but a definite proposal of an
amendment to the text as now proposed. M. Massigli has reminded us that the Arbitration and
Security Committee was acting under the distinct orders of the Assembly and of this Committee
last year in preparing this text for the consideration of this Committee this year. I think we
ought to confine our discussions entirely to a consideration of this text and to definite
amendments put forward in writing. If I may venture to say so, I think we should save time
by adjourning now until to-morrow afternoon, so that delegations may comply with your
own admirable suggestion, Mr. Chairman, made at the beginning of the proceedings.

Sir Robert BORDEN (Canada). - I have not been present at the former discussions on this
question, and I have the disadvantage of lack of experience with regard to it, but if it be true
that this text has been arrived at as a matter of compromise, after very long discussion in
previous meetings, it seems to me, if we are to get through with our work, that it would be
advisable to adopt the course suggested by Lord Cecil and to confine ourselves to a study of
the text and of definite amendments.

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - I should like to support the proposal made by Lord Cecil.

M. SOKAL (Poland). - I should also like to support Lord Cecil's proposal.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I should like to make a distinction between the various articles
of the Convention. The text before us was drawn up by the Arbitration and Security Committee,
but the latter did not reach a unanimous decision on all points. If you refer to M. Cobian's
report - which is very helpful - you will see that in regard to certain points a compromise
solution was unanimously adopted, whereas other articles are still open for further discussion.

As regards Article 1., for instance, I am prepared to agree with Viscount Cecil and even
with M. Massigli's suggestion, because the formula was only adopted after lengthy discussion
and almost unanimously.

In regard to other articles, the report is careful to state that there were many reservations
and divergencies of opinion. In those cases, definite texts should not be insisted upon. That,
I think, would be premature.

This distinction appears to me to be advisable.

The CHAIRMAN. - The proposal to postpone the discussion of Article 1 is supported by
several delegations. I think that the same reasons apply to Article 2, as these two articles are
very closely connected. If you agree to postpone Article 1, I suggest that you should also
postpone Article 2. Before to-morrow, the delegations which have amendments to submit in
regard to these articles should send them to the Bureau as soon as possible so that they may
be distributed before the meeting.

As regards the interesting observation of the Italian delegate, it seems to me rather difficult
to make a distinction. He appears to think that certain texts are of less value than others
because they were not unanimously accepted by the Arbitration and Security Committee;
from the point of view of procedure, however, the result is the same ; all the texts before you
are the result of a discussion, some having been adopted unanimously and others by a majority.
As M. Benes rightly remarked, unless some of the Governments represented here have since
changed their opinion, we should only obtain the same-result as on the first occasion if we took
an immediate vote.

I think, therefore, that the delegations should be free to submit amendments of any text
to the Bureau for distribution to the delegations in sufficient time before the texts to which they
refer are discussed.

I therefore suggest that we should postpone the discussion and that the delegations concerned
should submit their amendments in regard to Articles 1 and 2, which we will discuss to-morrow.
As regards the other articles, I would ask delegations to send in their amendments as soon as
possible, so that the delegates may have them before them when the articles are discussed.

It is true that the majority of the Committee adopted a text for Article 2, but, as M. Cobian
points out in his report, the representatives of the Italian, German, and Japanese Governments
made a very definite proposal. This proposal appears on page 25 of document A.15.1930. Is
it necessary for us to resubmit that proposal as it stands ? This could easily be done, of course,
but I do not think it is necessary. If the proposal had not already been made, it could not be
said that some texts were of less value than others.

I think, therefore, that we could discuss the proposal without submitting an amendment,
which would merely be a repetition.

M. SATO (Japan). - The Italian delegate's observations are perfectly true. When we
took part in the discussions regarding the framing of this Convention, we requested M. Cobian
to make an express reservation on this matter in his report. My delegation was thus one of
those which made reservations. That does not mean that we shall raise any obstacles which
might impede the progress of the present Committee's work, but, as the Italian delegate
remarked, the question needs to be discussed here.
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I do not think, however, that this conflicts with the Chairman's suggestion. Before to-
morrow, the various delegations can submit their amendments, in addition to the reservations
expressly mentioned in the report, if they think fit. The whole matter can then be discussed.

Dr. GOPPERT (Germany). - I desire to associate myself with what M. Sato has just said.

The CHAIRMAN. - It is obvious that delegations which have made reservations or have
proposed texts other than those adopted - that is to say, those who were in a minority - are
perfectly free to resubmit their proposals or reservations or not, and to have them discussed
here. Only after full light has been thrown on the matter, and I hope with the consent of all,
shall we succeed in adopting a final text.

Those delegations which consider that their previous proposals already constitute
amendments are not bound to submit new texts and may refer to M. Cobian's report or to the
annexes to the document you have before you (document A.15.1930.VII).

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - Nevertheless, I hope my colleagues will
be good enough to indicate in some way what are the amendments they hold to. They may
have had doubts in the Arbitration and Security Committee which they may not wish to insist
on here. It will be convenient for us to know what they are going to say and what they are not.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Committee appears to be agreed that we should postpone the
discussion of Articles 1 and 2 as suggested. I have before me a proposal to adjourn the present
meeting to avoid beginning the discussion with Article 3. I would ask the delegates to submit
their amendments to the Secretariat as soon as possible. By to-morrow, we shall have the
information necessary to enable us to continue the discussion of Articles 1 and 2 and, let us
hope, to finish it and proceed to discuss the following articles.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - If the Committee decide to adopt the Chairman's proposal,
I would ask that any amendments should be submitted in writing. Moreover, as regards the
reservations of the various Powers already represented on the Arbitration and Security Committee,
the Committee's Bureau should get into touch with their representatives and submit any
proposals they may have to make. We should thea have a clear picture of the situation and
should see which articles are still under discussion and which could be finallly adopted, so that
all non-contentious questions would be eliminated. This would enable us to proceed more
systematically and to complete our work with greater speed.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I beg to support M. Benes' suggestion and should like to ask the
Chairman a practical question: Will this Committee normally sit in the afternoons when the
Assembly is not meeting ?

The CHAIRMAN. - The meetings of the Committees have been arranged by the Bureau
of the Assembly. The mornings are taken up by other Committees and, in accordance with
precedent, our Committee will meet in the afternoon. May I take this opportunity of informing
you that the Bureau of the Assembly hopes that Committees whose work will probably have
a repercussion on the Assembly - and our Committee in particular - will be able to finish by
the end of next week ? We have therefore nine afternoons for our discussions. As our time is
severely limited, anything we can do to expedite the work will be all to the good.

Delegations are asked to send in their amendments to the Secretariat as soon as possible.
Amendments in regard to Article 1 should be sent in at the latest before 10 a.m. to-morrow.

(The Committee rose at 5.20 p.m.)

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 18th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

9. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance (continuation of the discussion).

ARTICLES 1 AND 2 (continued).

The CHAIRMAN. - Gentlemen, - You have received the synoptic table asked for
yesterday by the Committee. It contains very definite information in regard to the various
amendments to the articles of the draft Convention which were not accepted unanimously.
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For the sake of order, I propose that we should confine ourselves for the moment to the
examination of Article 1.

In the first place, there is a purely formal proposal by the Netherlands delegate to provide
the following heading for Articles 1 and 2: " Cases in which financial assistance is granted ".
I do not think there will be any difficulty in regard to -this point.

This heading was adopted.

ARTICLE 1.

The CHAIRMAN. - As regards Article 1, two amendments have been submitted.
The Netherlands delegation proposes that the word " mediation " in the second paragraph

should be replaced by the word " examination ".
Then there is a Swedish amendment in regard to the same paragraph, this being to add

at the end of the -text the words: " or to any other pacific procedure which the Council may
deem suitable".

I propose to ask the Netherlands delegate to explain his amendment to the Committee.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - I am assuming that there is a dispute which it has
not been possible to settle pacifically. War has broken out and, during it, the Council has
granted financial assistance to one of the two countries. The Arbitration and Security
Committee's report which is before us states that:

"The Committee deemed it expedient to give effect to the desire expressed by
certain delegations that the State receiving assistance should be obliged to enter into
certain undertakings."

These are the undertakings covered by the second paragraph of Article 1, to which our
amendment relates. It was intended that, whatever the result of the war, the State which
has received financial assistance should be obliged, by the fact that it has signed this Convention,
to settle the dispute in one of the three ways mentioned in the second paragraph and which
in substance are the same as those provided for in Article 12 of the League Covenant -
namely, arbitration, judicial settlement or an appeal to the Council.

We think that the word " mediation " is possibly too limited, because, in the charter for
the pacific settlement of international disputes embodied in the Hague Convention of 1899,
revised in 1907, that term has a very precise meaning. The procedure of mediation is stated
in Articles 2 to 8 of that Convention.

The Council's pacific action, which has been exercised in a large number of disputes, is
more elastic and more general. The Council should be able to suggest all kinds of pacific
solutions. Moreover, that is the idea underlying the Swedish amendment and which has been
followed in practice by the Council, in entire conformity with the well-known commentary
on the Covenant, published in 1919 in an British White Paper.

Article 12 of the Covenant reads as follows:

"The Members of the League agree that, if there should arise between them any
dispute likely to lead to a rupture, they will submit the matter either to arbitration or
judicial settlement or to enquiry (examen) by -the Council."

The word " examen ", which re-appears in Article 15 of the Covenant, is more elastic
and less definite, so that it covers all the possibilities of settling the dispute to which I have
just referred. It is for this reason that we venture to propose that " mediation " should be
replaced by the word " enquiry ".

If war has broken out, it will end in one way or another. It is necessary that when this
happens the dispute, which will still subsist and which is referred to in paragraph 2, should
be settled by pacific means. If any other terminology is preferred, we should not raise any
objection, provided that this principle is respected. We thought it best to keep to the text
of the Covenant, so that the same terms might be used as far as possible. If, however, it is
desired to follow the text of Article 12 of the Covenant more closely, we would willingly agree
to this, but, as was rightly observed yesterday, we must endeavour to complete our task as
quickly as possible and we will therefore content ourselves with this slight drafting amendment.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - I should like to say at the outset that I am entering upon
this discussion with the firm hope that we shall be able to complete and sign the Convention
during the present Assembly.

In this connection, I would point out that it is essential that we should not risk the success
of the work by making modifications affecting the substance of the Convention and which
would necessitate the further examination of this Convention by the various Governments.

The sole object of the Swedish amendment is to define and elucidate the provisions of
the second paragraph of Article 1. Doubts have arisen as to whether, in its present form,
this paragraph gives the Council power to determine the pacific procedure which it considers
most appropriate in a given case.

In my opinion, the article should be drawn up so as to prevent a State to which financial
assistance has been granted from having the right to say that it desires some other procedure
instead of that recommended by the Council.

2
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The aim of the Swedish amendment is also - and in this I agree with the views expressed
by M. van Eysinga - to avoid restricting the powers of the Council in regard to the choice
of the pacific measures it thinks fit to recommend.

We therefore propose to add to the end of the present text of Article 1 the words " or to
any other pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable ".

M. Dantes BELLEGARDE (Haiti). - The words "enquiry " and " mediation " are not
synonymous, and I think that, in replacing the word "enquiry " by the word " mediation ",
the Committee must have had some definite object in view. Perhaps those responsible for this
modification will reply to the observations of the Netherlands delegate. I think, however,
that it would be better in this connection to use definite terms. In law, the word "mediation"
has a precise meaning, whereas the word " enquiry" is more general. We should take care
in a Convention of this kind to keep to words of which everyone knows the meaning.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I would venture to submit to
M. van Eysinga that the word " enquiry" by itself is really not quite sufficient. It is quite
true that it is used in Article 12 of the Covenant, but Article 12 is followed by Article 15,
which explains exactly what is meant by " enquiry ". If you turn to Article 12, you will find
that the Council is directed in the first place to investigate, and in the second place to endeavour
to effect a settlement of the dispute. Therefore, the Council is really charged with taking
whatever pacific means are necessary for the settling of the dispute, and I cannot help thinking
that the better plan would be to leave out the word " mediation ", which I agree is open to
rather too narrow an interpretation. I think we should simply put in the words suggested
by the Swedish Government, in a possibly slightly modified form, which would seem to me
to cover everything. The phrase would then run:

" The High Contracting Party to whom financial assistance is granted undertakes,
for his part, to submit the dispute to judicial or arbitral settlement, or to any other

pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable."

That seems to me to cover everything possible, but to leave the widest possible discretion
to the Council, whereas I am afraid that" enquiry " by itself might cause some little hesitation
as to what exactly the rights of the Council were.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - I am very glad that Viscount Cecil agrees to the
deletion of the word " mediation ". In view of this, the Netherlands delegation will support
the British delegation's proposal.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - On the other hand, it seems to me that it would be better to
retain the word " mediation ". In proposing the word " enquiry ", reference has been made

to Article 12 of the Covenant. The second paragraph of Article 12, however, states that in
this case the Council should make a report, with the recommendations of which the party is
free to comply or not.

Doubtless, the party is not bound to follow the recommendations of the Council as a
mediator, but if a party desirous of obtaining financial assistance undertakes to submit its
dispute, not merely to enquiry, but to mediation by the Council, it contracts a sort of moral
obligation which I think should be maintained. It is for this reason that I support the Swedish
proposal to retain the word " mediation ".

The Swedish amendment also involves an undertaking to submit the dispute to any
other procedure which the Council may deem suitable. In this way, the liberty of the Council
is fully safeguarded.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - Naturally, I prefer the Swedish amendment, but I have no
objection to Viscount Cecil's proposal, which in substance says the same thing. I am therefore
prepared to accept that proposal.

M. SATO (Japan). - I feel somewhat uneasy in regard to the amendment proposed by
Viscount Cecil. According to the text of the Convention before us, it is for the Council to
deal with the settlement of the dispute on its own initiative. If we leave out the passage in
regard to mediation by the Council, then the Council will only deal with the matter in a round-
about way. In this Convention, however, the Council plays the most important part, and
it is natural that it should have the first say in settling the dispute. We should therefore keep
one of the two words " mediation " or "enquiry ". I accordingly support M. Tumedei's
proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. - Before consulting the Committee, I would point out to M. Tumedei
and M. Sato that perhaps they do not realise the full weight of the final phrase proposed by
the Swedish delegation. If the party undertakes to submit the dispute to judicial or arbitral
settlement " or to any other pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable ", then
it becomes clear that the Council is the central point of the settlement. It is for the Council
to say whether the matter should be submitted to arbitration, whether it would be better
to send it to the Court, or whether it should be settled by the Council itself, or, again, whether
recourse should be had to a commission of enquiry or a special conciliation commission. This
final phrase is so broad and gives such extensive powers to the Council that I think it should
satisfy all the different points of view expressed here.
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We thus have two systems and two proposals before us.
The Netherlands and Swedish delegations would accept Viscount Cecil's proposal to

delete the words "to mediation by the Council " and to add at the end of the article the
following words : " or to any other pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable ".

On the other hand, M. Tumedei, supported by M. Sato, proposes to maintain the text
of the draft Convention, adding the final phrase proposed by the Swedish delegation.

1 The proposal which is most distant from the original text is that of Viscount Cecil, which,
I repeat, has been accepted by the Netherlands and Swedish delegations. According to this
proposal, the second paragraph of Article 1 would read as follows:

"The High Contracting Party to whom financial assistance is granted undertakes,
for his part, to submit the dispute to judicial or arbitral settlement, or to any other
pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable."

I will now put this text to the vote.

This text was adopted.

ARTICLE 2.

The CHAIRMAN. - Article 2 relates to the threat of war. Several amendments have been
proposed. The Netherlands delegation suggests a slight alteration in the wording of the
French text. Instead of the word " conflit ", it proposes the word " differend ", probably
because this is the term chiefly used in the League Covenant. This alteration does not affect
the English text. It also proposes to insert after the words " financial assistance ": "provided
it (the Council) considers that peace cannot be safeguarded otherwise".
-a The Finnish delegation proposes an addition to the end of the first paragraph of this
article. After the words " financial assistance ", it proposes to add: " if it considers that
this measure is likely to contribute effectively to safeguarding peace ".

Moreover, before the Arbitration and Security Committee, the German, Italian and
Japanese delegations stated that they preferred a wording which was not supported by the
majority of the Committee. This is to befound on page 25 of document A.15.1930.VII and
reads as follows:

" If, in a crisis, the Council considers that there is a danger of war, it may notify
the 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. At the same time, the Council will
take all preparatory measures in order that financial assistance may be promptly accorded
directly war breaks out."

There is, as you see, a close connection between the Netherlands and Finnish proposals.
It is merely a difference of terms, and you will see later whether this is as large as it seems
at first sight.

On the other hand, the proposal of the German, Italian and Japanese delegations goes
to the root of the matter, since it provides that the Council will take all preparatory measures
in order that financial assistance may be promptly accorded.

I would add that the Hungarian delegation has stated that it supports the proposal made
by the German, Italian and Japanese delegations.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - The object of our first amendment is to replace the
word " conflit " by the word " differend ", which is constantly used in the Covenant.

The words which our delegation proposes to add at the end of the first paragraph of
Article 2 are rather more important. The situation referred to in the first paragraph of this
article is one in which, although peace still exists, there is a dispute which the Council is
endeavouring to settle by the pacific means at its disposal. There are clouds on the horizon
because one of the parties refuses or neglects to conform to the measures recommended by
the Council; war is imminent; the Council has exhausted all the means at its disposal and
as a last resort towards the preservation of peace financial assistance is to be granted to the
threatened State. This character of an ultima ratio of peace is, I think, at the basis of the
text as it stands.

I notice that a certain number of delegations still feel certain scruples as to accepting
this first paragraph of Article 2, and I therefore think that it would be better to emphasise
still further that this assistance is to be a last resource, to be placed at the Council's disposal
when it has exhausted all other means apparently without success.

It is for that reason that we propose to add to the text drawn up by the Arbitration and
Security Committee the words: " if it considers that peace cannot be safeguarded otherwise ".
Only in that case should recourse be had to this last resource - namely, financial assistance.

I have talked this matter over with several delegations and the discussions have confirmed
me in the hope that such an addition might possibly facilitate the unanimous adoption of
Article 2, which, in the view of a very large number of delegations, including my own, is an
essential element for the prevention of war. We have been working with this object in view
since 1926. This article aims at preventing war and I should be very glad if the Committee
could accept this addition, the object of which is to make it easier for those who still feel
some hesitation to accept the article.
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There will doubtless be other means of facilitating the general acceptance of other articles
and I should like to make further proposals later, more particularly in regard to Article 15.
In this connection, the position of the Council might be strengthened to prevent a State which
has been granted financial assistance from making ill use of it. For the moment, however,
we will confine ourselves to this amendment and hope that it will be supported by many of
our colleagues.

M. BERATTI (Albania). - As regards -the wording of Article 2, I agree with the proposal
made by the Japanese, German and Italian delegations, for the following reason :

The world in general attaches great importance to this question of sanctions. No one
has yet forgotten that one of the strongest arguments of those who still criticise the League's
work and have no confidence in the efficacy of its action is that no sanctions exist to meet
the case of illicit recourse to war. It is therefore of the utmost importance that this Convention
should be a success. It would be a great step forward, because we should be doing something
really active with a view to preventing war. But we must remember that ratifications by
Governments will be necessary and we all know how difficult it is to get Conventions ratified
when they involve financial burdens. The heavier these burdens, the greater the difficulty
of obtaining ratification. If the right to grant financial assistance is limited to cases in which
war has broken out, well and good; but, if it is to be provided in the case of any dispute likely
to lead to war, that is a very different matter. This involves a much more extensive undertaking
and the chances of approval by Parliament are so much smaller.

To strengthen the force of my argument, we have merely to look at the table showing
the position in regard to the ratification of the various agreements and conventions.

I should like to advance another argument. Will not the fact that financial assistance
is granted before all means of amicable settlement have been exhausted by the Governments
of the parties to the dispute be regarded, in certain cases, as an incitement to go to war and
thus have a contrary effect to that proposed?

It should be remembered that, in cases of serious conflict irn which important interests
are involved, States will push their claims to the last extreme and they will not draw back
until the very last moment and until there is a threat of war.

M. HOLSTI (Finland). After the speech made by the Netherlands delegate I have very
little to add, because the Finnish delegation is just as anxious as the Netherlands delegation
to reconcile, by means of compromise, the differences of opinion existing regarding Article 2.
It is for that reason that we have suggested the addition of the following sentence to
paragraph 1: "...if it considers that this measure is likely to contribute effectively to
safeguarding peace."

When I compare the Netherlands and Finnish proposals, I am still led to insist upon the
Finnish proposal, which gives the Council better opportunities for discussing the matter.
However, if the Netherlands proposal be accepted, I would suggest that it would be better to
put it in a positive rather than in a negative form, though, as I say, I prefer the suggestions
ontained in the proposals of my own delegation.

M. G6PPERT (Germany). - The Netherlands and Finnish proposals are very interesting.
They are both inspired by the same desire to pave the way for a unanimous acceptance of the
Convention before us. In my opinion, however, the Netherlands proposal is the more likely
to attain that result.

The German delegation was among those which made a reservation in regard to Article 2.
Like the majority of the Committee, we were strongly desirous of making this Convention
a means of preventing war, and it was in this spirit that, in conjunction with the Italian and
Japanese delegations, we made the proposal which appears in the table. We did not think,
however, that it was possible to go so far as to grant the loan before war had broken out.

The reasons for our attitude were explained at the ninth meeting of the Arbitration and
Security Committee and I need not repeat them here. I should merely like -to say that there
are two dangers in granting a loan before war has broken out. In the first place, by granting
a loan, the Council definitely and almost irrevocably takes up a position in favour of one of
the two parties to the dispute and, after the Council has adopted this position, the party against
which the loan is granted will no longer be inclined to recognise the Council as an impartial
authority. By the fact that the loan has been granted, the mediatory and conciliatory action
of the Council - which we consider the most important of the Council's tasks - can no longer
be usefully employed.

There is a second danger : the State to which the loan is granted might use it to complete
its armaments, possibly so that its position may be definitely superior to that of its adversary.
It might then change its attitude; instead of being the threatened party, it might assume
a threatening attitude and might even become the aggressor. It is inadmissible that funds for
the maintenance of peace should be employed to forge the weapons of war.

These, then, are our two scruples. The object of the two proposals submitted to you is
to avoid the first danger. The Finnish proposal states that financial assistance can only be
granted if the Council considers that this measure is likely to contribute effectively to safeguarding
peace, but I do not think that this would make any great change in the situation as it would
exist under the present text of Article 2. It does not really provide against the danger to
which I have drawn attention earlier. The application of this means might seriously impair
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the part played by the Council by making it impossible for it to continue its efforts
towards mediation and conciliation.

The Netherlands proposal is that financial assistance should be granted if the Council
considers that peace cannot be safeguarded otherwise. This does not eliminate the danger
I have mentioned, but it diminishes it considerably. A mistake might be made; on the other
hand, if no loan had been granted, the recalcitrant State might have been more docile and have
conformed to the Council's recommendations.

If the first danger to which I have referred is not altogether averted, it is at all events
reduced, and we might abandon our objections and support this proposal on one condition
which I have no doubt would be agreed to - i.e., the creation of a certain guarantee against
the second danger to which I have drawn attention -that the State enjoying financial assistance
changes its attitude and itself become the aggressor.

I have already referred to a possible modification to Article 15 of the Convention reserving
to the Council the right to stop payments as soon as it becomes evident that the attitude of
the beneficiary of the loan becomes less pacific. I do notthink that there would be any objection
to a modification of this kind and, subject to this simple reservation, my delegation will be
prepared -to support M. van Eysinga's proposal if it is likely to be unanimously adopted.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - The Belgian delegation is entirely in favour of
-the views expressed by the Netherlands delegate and supports all the arguments advanced
by him on behalf of the principle of his amendment.

We agree with him that it is most desirable that financial assistance should be provided,
not only when war has been declared, but also in the case of a threat of war, because, if war
has broken out, financial assistance and the Convention governing its application may not
be of much use. On the other hand, if there is a threat of war, financial assistance - I might
even say the very threat of financial assistance - may prevent war. I am -therefore very
strongly in favour of the application of the Convention on Financial Assistance in the case
of a threat or danger of war.

I also agree with M. van Eysinga that financial assistance should not be given too easily,
and this observation refers also to the fear which has been expressed by the German delegate
and is at the root of the Japanese and Italian proposals.

It may not be necessary to go quite as far as the Netherlands delegation proposes. The
latter imposes as a condition that the Council " considers that peace cannot be safeguarded
otherwise "

I would point out that this would place the Members of the Council in a most difficult
position. Can it ever be stated that peace cannot be safeguarded otherwise? Might not
something occur even at the last moment to safeguard peace? Could not the Netherlands
delegate accept the Finnish proposal to the effect that the Council may grant financial assistance
" if it considers that this measure is likely to contribute effectively to safeguarding peace "?
This might be made still stronger by saying " particularly effectively " or using some other
similar expression.

I asked to speak before hearing the arguments of the German delegate, mainly with the
intention of asking the Netherlands delegate whether he could not accept the Finnish text,
which I should prefer. I should like to say, however, that in order that unanimity may be
reached as far as possible, and if it seems that such unanimity is imminent in regard to the
Netherlands proposal, I would agree to this proposal. But if I had to vote on the principle,
for the same reasons advanced by M. van Eysinga, I should prefer the Finnish proposal.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I hope myself that the Committee
will adopt the proposal put forward by M. van Eysinga for the Netherlands delegation. I
never was able myself to accept the view in the first column, partly because I doubted whether
it was practicable to ask the Council to arrange for a loan immediately on the declaration of
war, and partly because it seemed to me that to give a loan after the declaration of war might
well be too late to be of any advantage to the party receiving the loan, in view of the extreme
rapidity of modern military operations. But I need not argue that now, because the German
delegate has explained that he is prepared to accept the Netherlands proposal. I only want
to say that it seems to me that we have now guarded the grant of a loan very considerably.
In the first place, there must be, of course, the preliminary condition of a dispute likely to
lead to a rupture. After that, the Council must have taken all the measures it can think of to
bring about a settlement, and it is only if one of the parties has refused to accede to those
measures that any question of granting a loan arises. Even then, the Council is not bound to
grant a loan or to think of granting a loan ; it has only the right to do so. We now propose to
add, as an indication of the reasons which should move the Council, a further condition: that
it is not to grant a loan if it thinks that peace can, even without a loan, be preserved. It seems
to me that we have now guarded the granting of a loan very considerably, and I am glad to
find that my German colleague thinks, at any rate on the first point, that a very considerable
safeguard has been provided - namely, on the question of the Council not declaring itself
on the one side or the other until really the dispute has reached a point when everybody has
to declare themselves on one side or the other.
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With regard to the other point - the question as to whether some control over the loan
should not be preserved - I am, in general, in agreement with my German colleague, and I
shall await the exact proposal made on the subject.

Just one word further as to the Finnish proposal. It does seem to me that either the Finnish
proposal adds nothing at all to what is written in the earlier part of the clause or else it perhaps
even proposes a condition which it would be very difficult indeed for the Council to fulfil, because
it is to grant a loan only if it thinks that the granting of the loan itself will contribute to the
maintenance of peace. I should have thought it might well be doubtful whether the actual
granting of the loan would contribute to the maintenance of peace, even in very extreme
circumstances. The real condition which should be put is that everything has been exhausted,
every attempt has been made and that every device has been employed in order to bring about
peace, and when peace has seemed to be impossible then the innocent party shall receive such
assistance as will make the outbreak of war less terrible for it. It is for those reasons that
I am very glad to find my German colleague is prepared to accept the Netherlands proposal,
and I hope the rest of the Committee will feel able to do so also.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - The Chairman has already pointed out that, whereas the difference
between the Finnish and Netherlands proposals is a purely formal one, there is a difference
of substance between the proposal of the German, Japanese and Italian delegations and those
of the Netherlands and Finnish delegations.

Viscount Cecil and Baron Rolin Jaequemyns have merely dealt with the difference in form
between the two former proposals and not with the difference in substance which exists in our
proposal. They believe we have already abandoned our point of view. Perhaps we are going
to, but I would remind you that this is an essential part of the Convention. We have been
discussing this same difficulty for the last four years. It certainly constitutes a formidable
obstacle, because it involves an indirect definition of the aggressor.

I am not recalling this obstacle for the purpose of re-opening the discussion, but it must
be borne in mind ; otherwise, there will be the risk that the draft Convention which we draw up
may not be signed by a large number of States and particularly by special guarantor States.

According to the unanimous interpretation of Article 16 of the Covenant, it has hitherto
been left to each Government, and not to the Council, to determine whether Article 16 comes
into play or not. Now, however, you are introducing an indirect means of defining who is the
aggressor. That is what we have already done in Article 1 in the case of war which has broken
out ; but now you are dealing with it in the case of a threat of war - that is to say, you are
going to define indirectly, not who is already the aggressor, but who is about to become the
aggressor. This is a very delicate matter and one that should not be lost sight of.

Nevertheless, I agree with the German and Japanese delegates that a real sacrifice should
be made for the sake of agreement. Although I have not received very definite instructions
from my Government, I am prepared to support the Netherlands proposal in the hope that my
Government will then be able to sign the Convention.

But if we thus succeed in overcoming this basic difficulty, which is the only formidable and
important one, I do not think we need insist on the wider definition submitted by the Finnish
delegation. They say when it is " useful " for the cause of peace. We prefer -to say when it is

necessary " for the cause of peace. I doubt whether it is advisable to define indirectly who
is becoming the aggressor if it is not really necessary to go as far as this.

For these reasons, I am prepared, subject to the reservation referred to, to accept the
proposal of the Netherlands delegate.

M. SATO (Japan). The sole object of my remarks is -to make it easier for us to vote. I
thank the Netherlands delegate for having endeavoured to find a formula acceptable to the
whole Committee.

I should much prefer to keep to the text submitted by the German, Italian and Japanese
delegations at the last session of the Arbitration and Security Committee. The reason has
been very clearly explained by M. Tumedei, and it is therefore unnecessary for me to repeat it.

If, however, the majority of the Committee is in favour of either the Finnish or
Netherlands delegation's proposal, I shall not raise any obstacles. I have not had time to
consult my Government, but on my own responsibility I will refrain from insisting upon our
former text, which I prefer, and will abstain from voting.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - The French delegation is among those which had associated
themselves with the Finnish delegation in emphasising the desirability of extending financial
assistance to cases of a threat of war. We are convinced that it is impossible to take too many
precautions and that the Council could never have sufficient means at its disposal to enable it
to take preventive measures in the case of a dispute. We consider that the greater the powers
of the Council to make use of this threat to grant financial assistance, the easier it will be for
it to fulfil its task.

Moreover, it is obvious that, even if the text accepted by the majority of the Arbitration
and Security Committee were adopted, the Council would not use these powers indiscriminately,
because it is a very serious matter to set the machinery of financial assistance in motion, not
perhaps for the reason mentioned by M. Tumedei, but for the more simple reason, that the
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Council, conscious of its responsibilities, would not act before being absolutely convinced that
none of the other means at its disposal were practicable or had any chance of success.

I think, therefore, that in reality this discussion is very largely a matter of words.
In these circumstances, and in view of the fact that in order to obtain a unanimous agreement

our German, Italian and Japanese colleagues have gone so far to meet us, it would be a mistake
on our part to seek to maintain a text which might prevent unanimous agreement.

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, in criticising the Netherlands formula, very'truly remarked that
you can never be certain that every means of safeguarding peace has been exhausted. If the
proposed text said that, I should have the same scruples as he has, but it leaves it to the Council
to decide the matter at its discretion. It is for the Council to weigh the circumstances and to
adapt its action to them. If the Council is absolutely convinced that the position necessitates
the granting of financial assistance, even if theoretically it might be claimed that some other
method could still be employed, it will grant the necessary assistance. We must rely on its
wisdom.

The text proposed by M. van Eysinga is possibly too restrictive and we might be able to
find a less rigid formula, but that is not an important point, and I think we could accept the
text submitted by the Netherlands delegate.

M. LANGE (Norway). - This is really the crux of the whole question and I therefore desire
-to explain the attitude of my delegation. We have repeatedly stated in previous years that we
have every desire to co-operate in the framing of a convention of this kind provided that the
provision of financial assistance is limited to the case of war. We have, however, very serious
doubts as to its application to cases of a threat of war.

Last year, the large number of delegations in favour of this latter proposal encountered
insurmountable difficulties. My delegation recognises that the formula now before us is a
considerable improvement on the old text. Nevertheless, we are uncertain as to the methods
to be used in assisting a country which has been attacked, because we fear that -this might
compromise the conciliatory action of the Council, which it is essential to safeguard by all
possible means.

In the text before us, the cases in which financial assistance can be granted, even before
the opening of hostilities, are strictly limited and the conciliatory action of the Council is better
safeguarded than in the original text. Moreover, we do not forget that unanimity is required
for any decision of the Council in this matter, and this constitutes a very effective guarantee.

The Norwegian delegation has, however, instructed me to state that even with these
improvements we are not altogether satisfied. We shall therefore abstain from voting on this
article and the following articles, except as regards alterations in the wording, which might
improve the text.

It appears to me that the text of the Netherlands proposal is based on very sound principles
and that it ought to be possible to express it in a satisfactory text. Perhaps it is not a case of
the words "Peace can be safeguarded. "

Viscount Cecil spoke just now of the " maintenance of peace ". Unless I am mistaken,
the word " safeguarded " implies that peace is to be ensured and not merely maintained. If
a dispute arises, there are three possibilities : pacific solution, war, or an adjournment of the
conflict. What we should aim at here is to make an armed conflict impossible. Peace must be
maintained.

I should be glad if the drafting committee would be good enough to bear in mind these
observations.

In conclusion, I would add that the Norwegian delegation will abstain from voting on this
article.

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - If the majority of the members of the Committee prefer thg
Netherlands proposal, I am ready to withdraw my own. M. Tumedei was good enough,
however, to make an observation regarding the Finnish proposal, and perhaps his point
might be met by substituting the following for the text proposed by the Netherlands
delegation: instead of saying " with a view to safeguarding peace ", we might say " if it
considers that this measure is necessary for safeguarding peace" "s'il considere que cette
mesure est necessaire pour sauvegarder la paix").

M. PIIP (Estonia). - The Estonian delegation is disposed to support the Finnish proposal
either in its original or in its amended form. We quite understand the scruples of certain
delegations, but have full confidence in the political wisdom of the Council; we do not fear
that financial assistance would be too liberally granted.

On the other hand, several delegations, who are opposed to Article 2 as it stands, have
declared their willingness to accept the Netherlands proposal ; therefore, if the Finnish proposal
does not receive the support of the majority, we shall vote for the Netherlands proposal.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - In the Arbitration and Security Committee, the
Czechoslovak delegation accepted the text adopted by the majority. After the present
discussion, I declare that I agree with the views expressed by Lord Cecil and the arguments
advanced by M. Massigli. The Czechoslovak delegation accordingly accepts the Netherlands
proposal.
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General TANCZOS (Hungary). - I desire to associate myself with the observations and
conclusions of M. Sato, delegate of Japan.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I venture to hope that my Finnish
colleague will not insist upon his amendment. There is a great deal of force in what M.
Massigli said just now -that it is a mistake to spend too much time on extremely delicate
nuances of meaning. One may spend days and indeed weeks on a discussion between one
phrase and another, but as far as I can form an opinion as to the distinction between the phrase
suggested by the Netherlands delegation and that suggested by the Finnish delegation, I am
in favour of the former. I believe it more accurately describes the condition on which the
Council ought to act.

The Council should not grant the loan because it believes that by doing so it will preserve
peace. That is not the point. The point is that it should not grant the loan unless it is
satisfied that there is no other method by which peace can be preserved; it ought to be
satisfied that every attempt has been made, and has failed, to preserve peace, and only then
should it grant the loan. That seems to me to be the sound position. For it to say suddenly
in the middle of the negotiations: " We think that the best way of preserving peace will be
to grant a loan" would be a very unsatisfactory position. It ought not to grant the loan
until every step has been taken.

I hope we shall adhere to the Netherlands formula, which has evidently been very carefully
considered, and that we shall not try and extemporise on a matter of this gravity a new
formula which, as in this case would, I think, have very unfortunate results.

E M. HOLSTI (Finland). - I am quite willing to introduce a second proposal in case the
Netherlands proposal is unanimously adopted by the Committee.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand). - Owing to distance making it impossible to
consult with my Government with regard to the new proposals, the New Zealand delegation
will abstain from voting on the first paragraph of Article 2.

M. TE WATER (South Africa). - The South African delegation will also abstain from
voting on this article.

The CHAIRMAN.- I would remind the Committee that the Netherlands delegation proposes
to add at the end of the first paragraph of Article 2 -the following words: " provided it
considers that peace cannot be safeguarded otherwise ". This is a compromise between two
hitherto conflicting views. It is also understood that certain delegations which have been
good enough to agree to this proposal reserve their final acceptance until they have received
instructions and also that their approval is subject to the acceptance of the principle of
supervision laid down in the second paragraph of Article 15.

Moreover, in the French text, the word " conflit " will be replaced by the word " differend ".

The first paragraph, with these two amendments, was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. - An amendment of the second paragraph of Article 2 has been submitted
by the Netherlands delegation. This is to replace the word " mediation" by -the word
" enquiry ", as in Article 1.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - The Committee accepted an amendment by Viscount Cecil
to the second paragraph of Article 1 and by the Swedish delegation which applies equally
to the second paragraph of Article 2. In this paragraph, instead of saying " to submit the
dispute to mediation by the Council or to judicial or arbitral settlement ", we should say,
as in paragraph 2 of Article 1: " to submit the dispute to judicial or arbitral settlement or
to any other pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable ".

The CHAIRMAN. Does the Netherlands delegation accept this text?

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. - We are thus agreed.
The Netherlands and Swedish delegations propose the following text for the second

paragraph of Article 2:

"The High Contracting Party to whom financial assistance is granted undertakes,
for his part, to submit the dispute to judicial or arbitral settlement or to any other
pacific procedure which the Council may deem suitable, and to conform to any provisional
measures that may be recommended by the Council with a view to safeguarding peace."

This text was adopted.

Article 2 as a whole was adopted.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) explained that he had voted on his own responsibility.

ARTICLES 3, 4, AND 5.

" Article 3. - The financial assistance of the High Contracting Parties shall take
the form of ordinary guarantees and special guarantees covering, as hereafter provided,
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the service of loans (which term shall include short-term credits) contracted in accordance
with the present Convention."

" Article 4. - For the purpose of the present Convention, the service of a loan
comprises the sums payable in each year for interest and amortisation, under the terms
of the loan contracts."

" Article 5. - No loan contracted under the present Convention shall be for a period
exceeding thirty years. In order to facilitate, so soon as circumstances permit, the
discharge of the ordinary guarantor and special guarantor Governments from their
obligations in regard to the loan, a Government contracting a loan under this Convention
shall, if possible, reserve the right to repay it before the end of its full period of maturity."

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - You will remember that we decided to provide
Articles 1 and 2 with a heading. Articles 3, 4 and 5, which we are now about to discuss,
should also have a heading. I would suggest " Nature of the Financial Assistance ", but
I would agree to any other formula which might be considered more suitable.

It was decided that Articles 3, 4 and 5 should be headed: " Nature of Financial Assistance ".

Articles 3 and 4 were adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. An amendment has been submitted by the Italian delegation to draw
up the first part of Article 5 as follows:

" No loan contracted under the present Convention shall be for a period exceeding
thirty years. Unless the Council adopts a scheme for more speedy amortisation, the latter
shall be effected by a series of payments of the same amount extending over the whole period
of the loan."

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - This amendment is in accordance with a proposal which I submitted
to the Arbitration and Security Committee. It provides another indirect limitation to the
liability of each State in addition to the first limitation of duration, since it is stated that
no loan may be contracted for a period exceeding thirty years.

If we merely say that no loan can be contracted for a period exceeding thirty years and
if the proposed figure of 100 million gold francs be adopted, in an extreme case we shall arrive
at a sum of 100 millions a year for forty years - ten years for the Convention and thirty
years for the loan, which might be issued in the last year - making a total of four milliard
gold francs, which is a considerable sum, particularly for special guarantor States.

It is thinking of this liability that I propose, if it is not desired to adopt a scheme for
speedier amortisation - which can always be done - that the latter should be effected by
a series of payments of the same amount spread over the whole of the previous period.
As an alternative, a very small sum might be earmarked for amortisation at first and increased
as the burden of interest diminishes. The matter is of great importance in cases when a first
loan has already been granted and a second, and possibly a third, is to be provided, because
the first loan will still be absorbing a part of the money. I do not wish in this case for it to be
possible, with a view to issuing a larger loan, to defer the amortisation until the moment
when the service of the first loan will have ceased.

The Financial Committee has examined this proposal and is of opinion that it would
give rise to serious technical and financial difficulties. I asked what those difficulties were,
and the answer I received was that the markets might desire, in certain special cases, that
amortisation should be postponed. My own view is that that is an unlikely contingency,
at all events in the near future. Even if it should happen, however, I think we could satisfy
the markets by giving advantages -to the first bonds redeemed.

For these reasons, I think that the Governments which are to sign the Convention, and
particularly -those responsible for the special guarantee, would feel happier if this second
limit, which after all is not a very serious matter, were introduced.

Count DE CHALENDAR (member of the Financial Committee). - The Financial Committee
has asked me to -tell the Third Committee that it very much hopes no amendment will be
made in the technical provisions without full discussion and without the Convention being
returned to them. Unless M. Tumedei presses for the adoption of his amendment, I hope
the Committee will ask him to be good enough to withdraw it.

The Financial Committee thinks that the insertion of this amendment would be undesirable,
because, when this Convention comes into force, the actual circumstances may vary considerably,
and it should be extremely elastic, so as to allow the negotiators of a loan to get the best possible
financial conditions. These conditions will obviously depend upon the general situation of the
market, which it is impossible to foresee, and on the attitude of the lenders, whom it is first
of all necessary to convince of the desirability of subscribing to the loan. Therefore, the fewer
precise provisions laid down in the Convention in regard to the conditions of the loan, the easier
it will be to carry out the scheme when the time comes.

Moreover, in its present form, the Italian proposal might not succeed in securing its object.
If you said twenty-nine years and eleven months, instead of thirty years, for the amortisation
scheme, the object would not be secured.
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In these circumstances, I think the Italian representative should re-examine the wording
of his amendment. This shows how difficult it is to modify the technical provisions of the
Convention. I would emphasise once again how desirable it is that these amendments should
be made in the fewest possible cases.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy).- I am willing to make any formal alterations in my proposal, which
may be necessary. The following words might perhaps be added : " unless the Council arranges
for an amortisation scheme providing for annually increasing payments ".

This would meet the objection which has just been made to our proposal. Generally, what
the lenders wish is to recover their money as soon as possible.

M. de Chalendar has mentioned the point of view of the lenders. In every case, the point
of view of Governments should also be borne in mind, as it is they who are to provide the money
and the guarantee. A limitation has already been laid down in Article 5. If greater elasticity
is desired, it might perhaps be better to omit this limitation. It was, however, considered
necessary, in order to induce Governments to sign, to say that no loan could be contracted for
a period exceeding thirty years.

Lastly, I fail to see why it should discourage lenders if amortisation were to begin from the
start. On the contrary, this should encourage them to subscribe to the loan whose amortisation
commences at once. I have the greatest respect for the Financial Committee and it is for that
reason that I have asked it several times to let me know what are the grave difficulties, of
which, in its opinion, there are several. I should like before withdrawing my amendment to
have a further explanation from M. de Chalendar.

Count DE CHALENDAR. -The difficulties referred to by M. Tumedei are numerous precisely

because they cannot be foreseen. No one knows exactly what will happen and therefore it is
necessary to be rather vague.

One immediate difficulty, which will appeal to the members of the Committee, is that if
the text of Article 5 is modified in accordance with the Italian proposal, several other highly
technical articles of the Convention will have to be substantially changed - more particularly
Article 14, which contains several references to the amount of the annual sums fixed for the
service of the loan and which will have to be entirely re-drafted.

Consequently, unless M. Tumedei makes a special point of maintaining his amendment,
I would point out that its withdrawal would greatly facilitate the adoption of the Convention
by the Third Committee during its present session.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I do not see why Article 14 should be changed. However, in order
to shorten the discussion, I will withdraw my amendment and abstain from voting on Article 5.
That is as far as I can go, as I had instructions to press my proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment has been withdrawn. We will now vote on Article 5
as in the printed text.

Article 5 was adopted.

ARTICLE 6.

Article 6 was adopted.

ARTICLE 7.

« 1. Subject to the provisions of Article 19 regarding payment of interest in the
event of default, the annual liability which can fall to the charge of any Government in
the capacity of an ordinary guarantor, in respect of all the loans contracted in accordance
with the present Convention, is limited to a maximum. This maximum shall be a sum bearing
the same proportion to (100 million) 1 gold francs as the contribution to the League's
expenses payable by the Government, under the scale of allocation applicable on (January
1st, 19301), bears to the total contributions due from all the Members of the League.

I" In the case of a Government which was not liable to contribute to the League's
expenses under the scale mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the scale of allocation
applicable on the date on which it became bound by the obligations of the present Convention
shall be substituted for the said scale.

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

The CHAIRMAN. It will be observed that the first paragraph of this article contains two
parentheses which are explained in the introductory note to the draft Convention drawn up by
the Arbitration and Security Committee (document A.15.1930, page 25).

Count DE CHALENDAR. - The idea underlying this Convention is that the Governments
which are going to sign it have to undertake certain obligations and it is essential that they
should know the precise extent and amount of those obligations. The amount or the total
guarantee must therefore be mentioned in the Convention so that it may be discussed by the
various Parliaments and that they may know exactly what they are undertaking.

1 See Introductory Note.
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This amount should be allocated among the various Governments on the basis of a total
figure of 100 millions in proportion to the scale of their contribution to the League's budget.
It will then be an easy matter for each Parliament to ascertain the amount of its own guarantee.

This question is a matter of direct concern to the Ministers of Finance of the various
Governments which are to sign the Convention, and, according to the instructions which they
give their plenipotentiaries who have been sent to Geneva, the latter may agree to the proposed
figure or not.

I would remind the Committee that the figure of 100 millions is the result of a compromise
between two points of view. Some Governments considered that the Convention might embrace
alarge number of countries and that the amount of the total guarantee should thus be
increased ; others, on the other hand, were doubtful as to the success of the Convention; they
adopted a restrictive attitude and desired to reduce the amount of the engagements which they
might be called upon to undertake, and consequently the amount of the maximum guarantee to
be inserted in the Convention. While some proposed 50 millions, others thought the figure
should be fixed at 200 millions.

The Financial Committee considers that 100 millions is a reasonable compromise and
that this sum would enable the Convention to operate satisfactorily. It therefore thinks that
it would be desirable to adopt that figure and to strike out the parentheses in the fourth line.

We have to fix a maximum annual sum for all loans which may be issued under this
Convention; the capital will obviously depend on the rate of interest fixed at the time the
loan is issued, and this rate cannot be foreseen; it will naturally depend on market conditions,
which are bound to be unfavourable in view of the circumstances in which the Convention
will be called into play.

It does not follow from the text that Governments signing the Convention will immediately
undertake in a given case to furnish a proportional guarantee on 100 millions.

As regards the date, each Parliament must know the amount of the individual guarantee
of its Government. The date fixed should be that of the scale in force at the time the Convention
is signed. I believe that the last date known is January 1st, 1930, but if the scale were modified
during the present Assembly - I do not know whether this is to be done or not - a later date
should perhaps be fixed, provided it is prior to the date of ratification. January 1st, 1931,
might be selected, but I do not think the Committee would risk anything in adopting January
1st, 1930, as the date.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - I propose that the fixing of the date of the scale applicable
should be left until the Committee comes to the discussion of the final clauses.

This proposal was adopted.

The figure of 100 millions was adopted and the parentheses were removed.

Article 7 was adopted with the above reservation concerning the date.

Articles 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 were adopted.

ARTICLE 14.

1. Where the Council of the League of Nations recognises that, in virtue of
Articles 1 or 2, a High Contracting Party should receive financial assistance under the
present Convention, it shall authorise the Government of such High Contracting Party
to issue a loan enjoying the ordinary guarantees and the special guarantees resulting from
the present Convention. The Council may exclude the ordinary guarantee or special
guarantee of any Government if, in its opinion, it would not be desirable in the interest
of the success of the loan that such ordinary guarantee or special guarantee should attach
to the loan.

" 2. (a) The maximum sum to which the service of the loan may amount in each
year shall be fixed by the Council. The sum fixed by the Council shall be expressed in
gold francs as defined in Article 26, and, for the purpose of determining the sum to which
the service may amount in the currencies in which the loan is actually contracted, those
currencies shall be treated as being at the moment of signature of the loan contracts on
the legal parity with gold.

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

" (c) The amount for each year of each Government's liability as an ordinary
guarantor shall be determined by dividing the service of the loan among all the
guaranteeing Governments in the proportion of their maximum possible annual liabilities
as ordinary guarantors under this Convention as fixed by Article 7. The total amount
covered by each special guarantee shall be determined by dividing the said service among
the special guarantor Governments in the proportion of their maximum possible annual
liabilities as special guarantors as fixed by Article 10. For the purpose, however, of
simplifying the application of the special guarantees, the Council, with the consent of
the special guarantor Governments whose liabilities are affected, may make minor
fractional adjustments of the percentages attributable to the special guarantor
Governments to the extent necessary to convert such percentages into convenient whole
numbers.
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" 3. For the purpose of the preceding provisions, no account shall be taken of the
liability for interest which may result under the provisions of Article 19 from a default
by a Government in meeting its obligations as an ordinary or as a special guarantor."

The CHAIRMAN. - I wish to remind the Committee of the following remarks contained
in the introductory note to the draft Convention drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration
and Security concerning the definition of Governments which will be empowered to contract
the guaranteed loan:

"The Swedish delegation proposed, for reasons connected with the Swedish
Constitution, that mention should be made in the Convention, not merely of the
'Government ', but also of 'any other competent authority', as having power to
contract a loan.

" The Committee was of opinion that it would suffice for the Swedish representative,
when the Convention was concluded, to make a declaration on this point, which would
be noted and accepted by the representatives of the other Governments."

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - We proposed this modification because, in Sweden, loans
are issued by a permanent Debt Commission appointed by the Diet. I am, however, prepared
to agree to this text.

Subject to this observation, Article 14 was adopted.

ARTICLE 15.

" 1. The Council shall require that the conditions and terms of issue of a loan
contracted in accordance with the present Convention - that is to say, inter alia, the
method of issue, the securities (if any) on which the loan is raised, the issue price, the
rate of interest, the amortisation (including any stipulations as to repayment before
maturity), the expenses of issue, negotiation and delivery, and the currency or currencies
in which the loan is issued, shall be submitted for approval to it or to a person or persons
appointed by it for the purpose. As provided in Article 14, paragraph 2, the currency
or currencies in which the loan is issued and in which its service is payable shall, for the
purpose of determining the maximum to which the service may amount, in every case
be treated as being, at the moment of signature of the loan contracts, on the legal parity
with gold. The arrangement made by the Council with the borrowing Government in
question shall be embodied in a protocol duly accepted by the latter.

" 2. The Council may make conditions as to the employment of the proceeds of
the loan and the supervision of such employment. These conditions shall be embodied
in the protocol mentioned in paragraph 1.

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

"4. The following provisions shall be obligatory in all cases:

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

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. - In regard to Article 15, we have a radical amendment by the Hungarian
delegation to delete the whole of the second paragraph, which relates to supervision.
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We also have a proposal by the Netherlands delegation in the form of an additional
amendment to the fourth paragraph of Article 15 - namely, to add a new sub-paragraph (b)
after sub-paragraph (a) (document A.III/10.1930). This Netherlands proposal reads as
follows:

" The proceeds of the loan shall be paid by the issuing houses to the Trustees who
shall transfer them in successive blocks to the borrowing Government in accordance with
the Council's instructions. The Council may decide that the proceeds, or a part of the
proceeds, of the loan shall not be remitted to the borrowing Government, if the Council
considers that such Government, after having been granted financial assistance, has
aggravated the dispute. The Council may ultimately decide that any unremitted amount
shall be refunded to the lenders."

In order to assist the Committee in discussing these texts to-morrow, I would ask the
authors of these amendments to explain very briefly the reasons for them.

General TANcZOS (Hungary). - In the first place, I would remark that the aspect of the
question has changed since this afternoon, a connection having been established between
Article 2 and the second paragraph of Article 15. When I made my proposal to delete the
second paragraph of Article 15, I was chiefly contemplating the case of a threat of war, and
I wished to support my proposal by the following argument:

I fail to see how we could tie the hands of a Government as regards the employment of
the proceeds of the loan when it is obvious that it has applied for financial assistance and
that this has been granted for the purpose of improving its armaments and other preparations
for war. It would be unreasonable to prescribe what that Government may do and what it
may not do.

Moreover, since, during a war, the most vital interests of a nation are at stake, provisions
of this kind could not, in the majority of cases, be obeyed by the borrowing State ; they could
easily be evaded, however rigorous the supervision. It is also very improbable that a State
engaged in a serious conflict would allow the supervisory organs of a foreign nation, even
a friendly nation, to interfere in its affairs. If, therefore, the Council is doubtful as to the
manner in which the State attacked would employ the loan, it would be better not to grant
financial assistance at all, rather than to impose conditions which the State in question would
probably be unable to fulfil.

The CHAIRMAN. - I understand that the Hungarian delegate may decide to withdraw
his amendment according to the development of the discussion, if it shows the connection
between this text and Article 2 which has been adopted.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - It has been pointed out that it is possible for a State
to which financial assistance has been granted and which at the outset displayed a pacific
attitude to assume a more or less opposite attitude later, and attention has been drawn to the
danger of granting financial assistance in a case of this kind.

It seems desirable to improve that situation, so that we can still accept the draft in its
present form. I have been strengthened in my views by the German delegate, who, after
my observations, stated that he had intended to draw up a text with a view to meeting these
difficulties by strengthening the supervision of the Council, which would have the loan in its
hands and would not authorise the payment of the whole amount to the State in question
at one and the same time. This is a highly technical question, and I am not a financial expert.
Our proposal is mainly intended, therefore, as a basis of discussion. I hope that the principle
will meet with your approval, but am quite prepared to give way to any amendments
emanating from more competent sources.

The CHAIRMAN. - We will examine this question at the beginning of to-morrow's meeting,
with the assistance of M. de Chalendar.

(The Committee rose at 6.40 p.m.)
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THIRD MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 19th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

10. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance (continuation of the discussion).

ARTICLE 15 (continued).

The CHAIRMAN. - The authors of the amendments to Article 15 were good enough to
explain to us yesterday the reasons for them. In the meantime, however, the position has been
greatly simplified. The Hungarian delegate has just informed us that he will withdraw his
amendments to Article 15 and to the other articles. The Netherlands delegation has also agreed
with the German and French delegations to submit a joint text, as follows, as a new paragraph
3 for Article 15:

" In the case of a loan issued in execution of Article 2 of the present Convention,
the protocol provided for in paragraph 1 above shall contain provisions enabling the Council
to suspend at any moment the payment to the Government receiving the loan of the whole
or a part of the proceeds of the loan, if the Council considers that such a measure is rendered
necessary by the attitude of that Government after financial assistance has been granted
to it."
If this text be adopted, paragraphs 3 and 4 will thus2become paragraphs 4 and 5.

Dr G6PPERT (Germany). - The document which we received yesterday was merely intended
as a basis of discussion. We had a meeting in the Secretariat under the chairmanship of M. van
Eysinga and with the assistance of Count de Chalendar, who submitted certain technical
objections. One referred to the trustees mentioned in the Netherlands amendment. This was
merely a formal objection. The other referred to the last sentence " The Council may
ultimately decide that any unremitted amount shall be refunded to the lenders".

The representative of the Financial Committee feared that this might prejudice the success
of the issue.

The new text, which is supported by the Italian delegation, meets this objection and I
would urge the Committee to accept it. It is no longer proposed that payments should be made
in successive blocks, because in some cases this method might be impossible or impracticable.
Nevertheless, the power of the Council to suspend payments at any moment implies the
possibility of block payments, and the Council will necessarily be inclined to make use of this
possibility when required.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - There are just two questions I should
like to ask the authors of this amendment. One is, What do they contemplate would happen
to the loan if payment be suspended, since they have not provided for its being repaid to
the lenders? The second is, Do they intend that the decision of the Council, in the last lines,
shall be a unanimous decision or a majority decision ? At present, under the Convention as
drafted, all decisions are by majority except those under Articles 1 and 2. We ought to make
up our minds now whether the decision to withhold the loan should be by a majority or by a
unanimous decision. It is a matter of some importance and I should like to know whether
that matter has been considered and, if so, what the views of the authors of the amendment
are.

The CHAIRMAN. - As regards the first question raised by Lord Cecil, we should like to
know the opinion of Count de Chalendar.

Count DE CHALENDAR. - The questions raised by Lord Cecil are highly pertinent. The
Netherlands delegate had inserted in his amendment a formula to the effect that the amount
of the loan not remitted to the borrowing State should be refunded to the lenders. I raised
certain objections to the insertion of this formula mainly because the Financial Committee
had not discussed this text and I was anxious not to commit it too far for the following reason :

When a loan is issued, it is undesirable, from the point of view of the success of the issue,
that the public should have the idea that its money is not going to be definitely employed
for the purpose for which it is subscribed. This is a psychological factor which has frequently
to be taken into account in the markets in connection with the issue of a loan. In most cases,
it will be necessary to provide for refunding if the loan is not employed because the Council
has prevented its employment. I think, however, that it would be wiser not to include this
clause in the Convention and to leave it to the authors of the protocol which may be drafted
to insert the clause in the latter if they consider it advisable. This may be necessary in the
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majority of cases, but it is better not to insert it in the actual Convention. Repayment before
maturity is already referred to in Article 5. I do not think, therefore, that it is necessary to
mention it here.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I have nothing to add to M. de Chalendar's reply to the first
question put by Lord Cecil.

As regards the second question, I am personally of opinion that, since the application
of Article 2 required unanimity by the Council, the decision to be taken in virtue of the proposed
text should equally be by unanimity. If the Committee shares this view, it should be sufficient
to add to the first paragraph of Article 28 a reference to the new paragraph 3 of Article 15.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - In the basis of discussion submitted at the second
meeting, it was provided that it could be decided that the whole or part of the proceeds of the
loan were not to be remitted to the borrowing Government. You are now merely proposing
to suspend the transfer of the money. I do not quite see how there can be any question of
refunding the loan, since this suspension is merely a temporary measure. The remittance of
the funds is to be suspended, but that does not mean that they will not be handed over later.
How, therefore, is it to be presumed that the money will never be handed over to the borrower ?

Count DE CHALENDAR. - I think there is a slight misunderstanding. The case contemplated
in the amendment before us is that, although the loan has been issued in its entirety, the money
is still in the hands either of the bankers or of the organ designated in the protocol. It has not
been handed over to the borrowing country, but the lenders have paid the money and met
their share of the obligations of the loan.

The question is therefore whether this loan is to be refunded. That question will be left
open. Repayment must be provided for, but it is unnecessary to insert this in the text of the
amendment before us.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I see that in the bases of discussion it is stated
that the Council may decide that the proceeds, or part of the proceeds, of the loan shall not
be remitted to the borrowing Government.

When this is decided, it is quite possible to contemplate repayment to the lenders, as the
original act of granting the loan may be said to be in a fashion cancelled.

The amendment before us states : " The protocol provided for in paragraph 1 shall contain
provisions enabling the Council at any moment to suspend the payment to the borrowing
Government". It is not, therefore, proposed to suspend the transfer of the proceeds of the
loan, or the balance thereof, to the borrowing Government, and that is why I stated that I
could not conceive of such a decision being used as a ground for refunding the money to the
lenders. When a matter is merely suspended, this is surely a temporary measure.

After the explanations which have now been given us, however, I will go further and ask
the authors of the amendment exactly what they mean in proposing that the Council may
suspend. Do they mean that the Council may in some way cancel the loan in respect of the
portion which has not yet been handed over ? The point is doubtful. I have no preference
one way or the other, but I should like this point to be made clear.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - The reason which led me to submit the basis of discussion
yesterday has been very clearly defined by the German delegate. The case we had in view
was one in which there was a threat of war; financial assistance was then granted and produced
a certain change in the mentality of the State receiving this assistance.

In the basis of discussion it is provided, as Baron Rolin Jaequemyns has just reminded
us, that the Council may decide that the proceeds, or a part of the proceeds, of the loan shall
not be remitted to the borrowing Government. That was very clearly stated, but, after talking
the matter over this morning with the representative of the Financial Committee, we concluded
that it would be better to leave these details as far as possible to be laid down in the protocol.

Payments might, in fact, be suspended either for a short or long period, or even finally.
As regards the question whether the money should or should not be refunded to the lenders,

after examining this point with Count de Chalendar, it was recognised that it would be better
to leave this point also to be inserted in the protocol.

The CHAIRMAN. - There seem to be two ways of overcoming the difficulties indicated
by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns. One would be to modify the text of the amendment, the words
" enabling the Council to suspend at any moment the payment to the Government receiving
the loan of the whole or a part of the proceeds of the loan " being replaced by the words:
" enabling the Council to decide that the whole or a part of the proceeds of the loan shall not
be remitted to the borrowing Government ". Or, on the other hand, the text might be left
as it stands and the Rapporteur asked to insert in his report the explanation given by M. van
Eysinga.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I cannot help hoping that we shall
leave this text as it has been drafted. I am a little nervous of trying to re-draft on a very
technical matter of this kind in a large Committee such as ours. I therefore suggest that we
leave the text as it is. I assume that there will be a drafting committee to go over the
Convention, and we might ask it to consider this point and say whether it thinks it necessary
to make any change. In any case, we can insert in the report the explanation to which the
Chairman referred.
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The CHAIRMAN. - If there are no objections to the procedure proposed by Lord Cecil,
I shall assume that the Committee accepts the amendment proposed by the three delegations,

it being understood that the report will contain the interpretation which has just been outlined
by M. van Eysinga, and that, moreover, a drafting committee will be set up at the end of the
discussion to propose any necessary modifications in the wording so as to bring the text into
harmony with -that interpretation.

The amendment proposed by the German, French and Netherlands delegations was adopted.

Article 15, with the new additional paragraph, was adopted.

ARTICLES 16 TO 27.

The CHAIRMAN. - I should like to point out that down to Article 30, which comes under

the heading " Final Provisions ", no amendment has been submitted. The only point to note

is that, when we come to Article 28, we shall have to bear in mind what was said just now by

Lord Cecil and if the Committee is of opinion that the situation contemplated in the new

paragraph of Article 15 requires unanimity on the part of the Council, this should be mentioned
in the first paragraph of Article 28; otherwise, the decision to suspend the employment of

the loan would be taken by the majority of the Council.
In view of the fact that no amendment has been proposed to Articles 16 to 28, and that

these are mainly of a technical character, I think that unless a contrary desire is expressed we

need not read through these articles, which might be adopted as a whole in order to save time.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). -- I warmly support the suggestion
which has been made by the Chairman, but upon Article 25 my Government has asked me
not to move any amendment, but to make a statement in order to avoid a misapprehension.

Article 25 provides:

The ordinary or special guarantor Governmento os undertake to facilitate to the
fullest possible extent the issue of loans authorised under the present Convention, both
by opening their financial markets to such loans and by abstaining from any measure
capable of compromising the efficacity of the financial assistance provided for by the

present Convention."

Under the conditions which prevail in London, there is no question of opening the market

by the Government ; the market is always open, and no action by the Government is required
or, indeed, could be taken. We are quite content to be bound to facilitate in every way the

loan, but the actual use of those words with regard to opening the market is not applicable
to present conditions in London.

The CHAIRMAN. - This statement will appear in the Minutes and the Rapporteur will
refer to it in his report.

Articles 16 to 27 were adopted.

ARTICLE 28.

1. Decisions of the Council under Article 1 or 2 shall be taken by the unanimous
vote of the Members represented at the meeting, the votes of representatives of the parties
to the dispute not being counted in determning such unanimity.

" 2. All other decisions taken by the Council in virtue of the present Convention
shall be taken by a simple majority vote of the Members represented at the meeting, the

votes of the representatives of the parties to the dispute not being counted.

" 3. A Member of the League which is not a Member of the Council cannot claim

under the present Convention."

The CHAIRMAN. - If the Committee considers that the suspension or cancellation of the

loan provided for in Article 15 requires unanimity on the part of the Council, Article 28 should

be modified accordingly.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - Would it not be better not to require unanimity in this case, but
only in the others?

The CHAIRMAN. - This point must be decided by the Committee.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - In adopting the new paragraph 3 of Article 15, we desired to set up

machinery capable of preventing the State in question from assuming an attitude contrary to

the cause of peace. If the sanction implied by suspension is to be subject to a unanimous vote,

which is difficult to obtain, the Government in question will be less inclined to refrain from
adopting such an attitude. I think, therefore, that it would be better in this case to require
a majority vote only.
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Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - Under Article 2, we have decided that
under very strict conditions the Council by unanimity may decide to grant a loan. That would
be no doubt a very important decision, which would have a great effect on the international
situation. If, after having made that decision, the Council arrives at the conclusion that the
change of the attitude of the party to whom it has given or allowed the loan has become so
serious that the loan ought to be taken away from it, that will also be an immensely serious
decision, quite as serious as the one previously taken. It would mean, in effect, that the approval
of the Council which had originally been given to one party was now transferred to the other,
and it would be just as important as, and perhaps even more serious than, the original decision.
In those circumstances, it seems to me that it wo ld be unjust, unfair and inequitable to have
a different method of procedure applying to the two cases. I think that if you are going to
insist -as I am sure that you ought to insist - on unanimity in the first case, you ought also
to insist on unanimity in the second ; otherwise, you put the country to which the loan has
been granted in a very precarious and dangerous position.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I will not press the point.

Article 28 was adopted, the first paragraph to read as follows

"Decisions of the Council under Articles I and 2 and those relating to suspension provided
for in Article 15, paragraph 3, shall be taken by the unanimous vote. ..

ARTICLE 29.

Article 29 was adopted.

ARTICLE 7 (continuation of the discussion).l

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - It is common knowledge that a new scale is being drawn up;
it would be fairer to apply this scale. On the other hand, I quite realise that Governments
desire to know the exact amount which they are called upon to guarantee. The Rapporteur
might say that, if the Convention is renewed, the Powers should take into consideration the
new scale, which would be fairer than to continue the present scale.

The CHAIRMAN. - For the moment, therefore, it is proposed that the date indicated should
be adopted.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - Is it proposed that the present scale should be applied and when
the Convention is renewed the scale which is then in force ?

Count DE CHALENDAR. - It is understood that if the scale is revised the new scale will
be applicable to loans issued subsequently to the revision, but not to loans already contracted
under the old scale, othe d cale rwise confusion would result.

The CHAIRMAN. - We are agreed as to this. Practically, in case of renewal and supposing
that the situation changes as indicated by M. de Chalendar, the Convention cames into force.
Loans are issued in accordance with this Convention. Later on, the Convention is renewed
and the new scale in force as between the Members of the League will then be applied.

It is obvious, on the one hand, that this new scale can only apply to future loans but,
on the other hand, when the Convention is renewed, a clause modifying the scale, which should
be submitted to Governments for their acceptance and ratification, should be inserted in the
protocol. In future, the scale applicable would then not be the 1930 scale, but the current
scale. This is the meaning of the Swedish delegation's proposal.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - As I understand it, the Convention
comes force and remains in force until a date to be fixed, which it is suggested be 1945, and
after that for five years unless denounced. I should have thought that there was a difficulty
under that procedure in altering the scale of contribution, unless some provision is put into
Article 7 expressly providing that the scale shall be modified automatically at the end of each
period of five years, or whatever the period ultimately fixed under Article 34 may be. This
is evidently a puzzle in drafting, but if we are clear as to what we want it will be for the drafting
committee to point out to us what actual provisions will be necessary. As I understand it,
we are quite clear what we want, which is that we are content to fix, January 1st, 1930, as the
date for the initial scale and that, when the first period comes to an end, the scale will be varied
according to the scale of contributions to the League that is in force, I hardly think that a
reference to this point in the report alone will be sufficient.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I support what Lord Cecil has said, all the more so because,
unless the precaution to which he has referred be taken, serious parliamentary difficulties
will ensue. Approval by Parliaments will be given to a Convention in accordance with a fixed
scale. If the text does not contain a disposition laying down an automatic variation of the
scale, renewal of the Convention will necessitate in several countries further action by Parliaments.

1 See page 26.
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The CHAIRMAN. - I think it will be best to leave it to the drafting committee to find a
formula to be inserted in Article 7, to make it possible for the scale to be modified in future.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - This provision might also be inserted in another article
as well- for instance, in Article 34. The drafting committee should also be authorised to
make any necessary alteration in the wording of Article 34.

The CHAIRMAN.- There would be no difficulty about that. We could leave it to the
drafting committee to find the necessary formulae for Articles 7 and 34.

Count DE CHALENDAR. - I should like 4to express the views of the Financial Committee
in this connection. The Convention is already very complicated and countries naturally
desire to know as definitely as possible what their obligations are going to be. It is advisable
that any modifications of these obligations should be as rare as possible. If the drafting
committee is going to have power to alter the provisions of Articles 7 and 34, I would draw
its attention to the desire of the Financial Committee that the scale should be maintained
for as long a period as possible.

The CHAIRMAN. - When the drafting committee submits its proposed wording, this
Committee may postpone its final decision until the Financial Committee has been consulted.
This Committee reserves full liberty in this respect.

Article 7, with the wording " Scale of Allocation applicable on January 1st, 1930 ", was
adopted.

ARTICLE 30.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN.- We now have to fix the date to be inserted in the second line of Article 30
that is to decide until what date the Convention will be open for the signature of Governments.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - It is desirable that a sufficient time should be allowed, especially
if the Committee adopts my proposal to impose a sort of penalty on States which do not sign
within the time-limit. This limit might, for instance, be one year from the date of the conclusion
of the Convention. This would give Governments time to reflect before signing.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I should prefer a date to be mentioned - for
instance, December 31st, 1931.

The CHAIRMAN. - The definite date proposed by Baron Rolin-Jaequemyns seems to
me preferable to the time-limit of one year suggested by the Italian delegate, provided that
the Convention is adopted during the present session of the Assembly. We might perhaps
leave the date blank. If the Convention is adopted on October 1st of this year, we could say
that it will remain open for signature by Governments until October 1st, 1931.

For the moment, we must agree upon the time allowed for signature.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I am quite ready to fall in with any
date that pleases the majority, but I am in favour myself of giving rather a long period within
which adhesion may take place, because this is a matter which will have to be examined by the
different Governments and it may well be that they will desire to take the opinions of their
Parliaments before they adhere. We might put the date as late as December 31st, 1931;
this would give rather more than a year, probably fifteen months, in which the nations would
have an opportunity of considering the matter.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I accept that suggestion.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I had already made that proposal.

The first paragraph of Article 30, with the insertion of the words " December 31st, 1931 ",
was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Italian delegation proposes to add the following sentence to the
end of the first paragraph of this article:

" States acceding to the present Convention after this period may not obtain the
benefit of financial assistance until one year after their accession."

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - The object of our proposal is to prevent a State from remaining
aloof from the Convention until clouds appear on the horizon and then suddenly joining and
demanding immediate financial assistance.

In order that it may be able to benefit immediately, each State should sign the Convention
within the time-limit laid down - i.e., fifteen months, which is a reasonable period. If a
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State is not prepared to sign within fifteen months - I say to sign and not to ratify it will
not be entitled to benefit by financial assistance until one year after its accession.

I made a tentative proposal to that effect to the Financial Committee, which gave me
a vague answer. It stated that in certain cases - no precise details were given - a provision
of this kind might impair the efficacy of the Convention and that consequently it would be
better to omit it.

In view of this reply, I made an improved proposal which I again submitted to the
Financial Committee. M. Cobian mentioned this in his report, but merely stated that " the
majority of the Committee did not think it advisable to accept this suggestion at the present
juncture ". That statement is somewhat terse. What is meant by the present juncture?

When a Convention is drawn up, it is desirable that the largest possible number of States
should be able to sign it. In the case of the present Convention, this is more important than
ever. It is generally sufficient for two or three States to sign a Convention to bring it into
force. The draft Convention on Financial Assistance, however, states in Article 32 that it
should be a condition of the entry into force of the present Convention that the ratifications
or accessions shall cover the minimum of one-half of the annual service of loans and also that
three Governments shall have given a special guarantee.

We must remember that this guarantee will mainly be furnished by Governments which
are permanent members of the Council. There are five such Governments. It is therefore
necessary that of these five at least three should have acceded to the Convention.

We therefore thought it advisable to insert a provision to encourage Governments to
sign the Convention. Special guarantor States will naturally be more inclined to sign if
other States have already become parties to the Convention.

I submitted another proposal in regard to States signing the Convention after loans had
already been granted. I wished to provide that the burden of subsequent loans should be
distributed in such a way as to compensate States which had signed the Convention at the
outset and thus to impose an equal burden on all States. The Financial Committee's reply
is given on page 49 of document A.15.1930, and reads as follows:

"The Financial Committee has, with regret, come to the conclusion that, although
from a theoretical point of view it might be desirable to give effect to this suggestion,
its adoption would introduce such complications into the Convention as to make it almost
unworkable. "

I gave way to that objection and did not press my amendment.
It shows, however, that there are possibilities of inequalities between States if they do

not sign the Convention until after loans have been granted. We should therefore do
everything possible to encourage all Governments to sign at the earliest moment.

If a Government is prepared to sign the Convention within fifteen months, it would be
able to enjoy the benefits. I say " sign "and not "ratify ". We must not make it impossible
for a State to benefit by the Convention for reasons beyond its control. Ratifications might
be delayed through parliamentary difficulties. That is why we should content ourselves with
signature, in the hope that ratification will follow. For signature alone, apart from ratification,
I think that fifteen months are sufficient. If a Government does not sign within fifteen months,
it should be made quite clear that it cannot benefit by the Convention.

This would enable us to attain our object - which is to say, to encourage the greatest
possible number of States to accede to this Convention.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - In the Arbitration and Security Committee, I agreed in principle
with M. Tumedei's suggestion. However, various delegations advanced arguments against
it and the Committee therefore preferred to await the opinion of the Financial Committee.
As the question had not been settled, I could not state in my report that the proposal had
been accepted or rejected. That was why I said that the majority did not think it advisable
to accept it. It would not have been loyal of me to have said anything else; the possibility
of its further discussion in the Third Committee was, however, left open. If the proposal
had been rejected, I should have stated the reasons and also M. Tumedei's arguments in its
defence. But since the Arbitration and Security Committee did not pronounce either for or
against it, I was obliged to be brief, and it is to this brevity on my part that M. Tumedei takes
exception.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - My observation was not intended to imply any criticism of
M. Cobian's report, but merely to draw the Committee's attention to this point.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I asked what was meant by the word " acceding "
in the phrase " States acceding to the present Convention .... " I presumed that our
colleague speaking of adhesion, was referring more particularly to the signature of the Convention
and not to ratification, but I wished to make quite sure of this, for, if only previous signature
by the interested party be necessary for action on his behalf to be taken in accordance with the
Treaty, this condition is infinitely less vigorous than if it were meant that adhesion implied
both signature and ratification.
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If I understand M. Tumedei aright, the phrase merely refers to signature, and from the
moment a State has signed, within a year it is possible for it to obtain financial assistance.
In that case, the value of the amendment appears to me not to be of much importance, because
it is always an easy matter to sign a convention. A State needing financial assistance might
then ratify at any moment.

In its present form, therefore, I do not think that this amendment would be effective.
To render it effective, ratification should be insisted upon, because what accession really implies
is signature followed by ratification.

We know from experience how easy it is to get signatures and how difficult it is to get
ratifications. It would be deplorable if this Convention were signed by a number of countries
immediately and they left it to others to ratify.

I can understand a State refraining from ratifying for the purpose of retarding the entry
into force of a convention, but that is not the case here. We are dealing with a State which
signs, but fails to ratify, for selfish reasons. That is an inadmissible situation and, if the Italian
amendment is maintained in its present form, I should be unable to support it.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I think that this is one of the cases in which it is best to let well
alone. Both in M. Tumedei's amendment and in that of M. Rolin Jaequemyns a State which
had acceded to the Convention and which requested financial assistance would not be able
to obtain this if it had acceded less than a year before. On the other hand, it would be under
the obligation - from the day of its adhesion - to contribute towards the financial assistance
to be given to another contracting party. To be logical, it should be said that the State in
question would not be liable to the charges of the Convention until a year had passed. But
that would be a great complication, and I consider it would be preferable to maintain the present
text.

Count DE CHALENDAR. - The terseness of the Financial Committee's reply was unavoidable,
but the matter was discussed by it very fully. The reasons which led it to give an unfavourable
opinion have already been touched on by M. Massigli. We thought that the amendment
would probably deter a number of countries from acceding to the Convention. The case
assumed is that a sufficient number of ratifications have been obtained for the entry into force
of the Convention. A certain number of States, which we might call the " bad boys ", remain
aloof from it until they need financial assistance themselves. If a time-limit of one year
is imposed, States would be obliged, during that period, to give a guarantee without benefiting
by the Convention. They would be subject to its obligations, but would not enjoy its
advantages. I considered that this fact would prevent States from acceding to the Convention.
However, these are psychological and somewhat hypothetical considerations. The Financial
Committee has no fundamental objection to the amendment. We do not propose to make
it a question of principle. I merely desired to enlighten the Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I have listened to this debate, and I
confess that the balance of advantage would be in favour of not accepting this amendment
for the reasons given by the Chairman of the Financial Committee and by M. Massigli, and
particularly for the last reason which M. Massigli gave, that this is a very complicated Convention
and additional complications are to be avoided if possible.

There is one further reason which I think ought to be borne in mind. The object of this
Convention, and the only reason why my Government is going to sign it, is that it will be a
preventative of war. Conceive a case where there is danger of outbreak of war between two
States, one of which has signed this Convention and the other has not, and conceive the case
that the one that has not signed is on the whole the innocent State, is entitled to the benefit
of this Convention and desires to sign it, although it has omitted to do so up till this time.
Surely, if this Convention is to be of advantage to prevent war, we want to make it applicable
in any case where there is danger of war, even if one of the parties has behaved badly or
carelessly up to this moment in not signing the Convention.

I think, for that reason, that it would be better to leave it without this complication, and I
hope that the Committee will reject this amendment.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - Baron Rolin Jaequemyns appears to be in agreement with me as
regards the substance of the question but would like my text to be amended, to which I would
willingly agree.

Accession was mentioned at the end of the proposal because two years ago in this same
Committee we discussed at great length the question whether, after any treaty had been signed,
a State could accede to it without ratification. Accession, subject to ultimate ratification, was
defended by the French and Belgian representatives. I think that, even after the Convention
has come into force, it should be possible for a State to accede to it subject to ultimate ratification.
However, to avoid raising a further difficulty, the time-limit of one year could be fixed.

We have been told that this Convention is already very complicated and that we must
not introduce further complications. However, this is a very slight complication and does not
constitute an argument in favour of the rejection of my proposal. Since the object of this
Convention is to prevent war, it should, of course, be as elastic as possible. I agree to this, but
if we wish this Convention to come into force, we must encourage States to accede to it as soon
as possible. I do not wish that by endeavouring to make the Convention wider we get no
convention at all - that is, a convention which would be signed by aninsufficient number
of States and would not come into force. It is true that, as M. Massigli said, in some cases it
is best to let well alone. But the danger of having no convention is incurred.
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If a State has not signed within fifteen months, it is surely not unreasonable to compel
it to subscribe to a loan for one year without benefiting by the loan. We must not overlook the
fact that, if the proposal be rejected, there will be a very real danger that Parliaments will
not ratify. In every Parliament the question will be asked : Why should we be obliged to ratify
this Convention without delay when we shall always have the right to ratify it when we wish
to benefit by its advantages ?

It is to prevent this egoism on the part of Governments and to stimulate the laggards that
I would insist especially on behalf of my Government, which is to be a special guarantor, that
this scheme should be organised as soon as possible, and that other Governments which will
be ordinary guarantors may be induced to sign without delay.

M. SATO (Japan). - Should we not also take into account the case in which a country is
acting in bad faith ? I do not think that previous speakers have contemplated the following
case which might arise : since, after the date fixed in the Convention for signature, it will still
be possible for any State which has not signed to accede to it, a country already engaged
in a dispute with another country might hasten to accede with the sole purpose of obtaining
financial assistance and thus strengthening its position vis-a-vis its adversary.

I do not think it is our intention indirectly to encourage bad faith of this kind and, in order
to preclude this possibility, I consider it necessary to provide a sufficient time-limit before the
expiry of which financial assistance cannot be granted.

M. Tumedei proposes that there should be an interval of one year between the accession of
a State and its enjoyment of the benefits of the Convention. This time-limit is very necessary
and will act as a deterrent. If we wish the Convention to be properly applied, we must provide
against cases of bad faith and, if possible, prevent them in advance from occurring.

The CHAIRMAN. - A special system directed against what M. Saro terms " States acting
in bad faith " is thus proposed. I would point out that it is unusual in international conventions
which are based on the principle of mutual confidence to begin, even before the Convention
has entered into force, by suspecting co-signatories and presuming that some of the contracting
parties may be acting in bad faith.

Secondly, the fact has been lost sight of that it is not a question of the signatory or acceding
State's acquiring a right solely at its own pleasure. The loan will be granted by the Council
by a unanimous vote. If the extraordinary case should come before the Council of a malicious
country refusing to accede to this Convention until the last moment when it wishes to benefit
by it, I do not think that country would be likely to obtain sufficient sympathy to secure a
unanimous vote by the Council, upon whom it would devolve to grant the State in question
financial assistance. These two arguments appear to me to have some weight in coming to a
decision on this problem.

Dr. G6PPERT (Germany). - The Chairman is quite right. We must not presuppose bad
faith; however, it is not merely a question of combating bad faith, but also of avoiding tardiness
or negligence. Too often we see ratifications delayed. It would therefore be desirable to follow the
advice given by M. Tumedei, and I shall accordingly vote in favour of the Italian amendment
modified as suggested by our colleague.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - I feel it my duty to explain why I have changed my mind in regard
to the Italian amendment which I supported in the Arbitration and Security Committee.

The basis of the Draft Convention on Financial Assistance and our object is to prevent
war and if, thanks to financial assistance, we consider that war can be avoided, in no case can
we refuse financial assistance to a State which needs it, even if it has only acceded on the eve
of being attacked. Otherwise, we should be denying the basis of the Convention and should be
permitting a war which we could have avoided by granting financial assistance.

It is very difficult, in a Convention of this kind, to provide for cases of bad faith. It is hardly
conceivable that, in order to obtain financial assistance, a State would willingly become a
victim of attack by another.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). As regards M. Cobian's observation, I have already stated my
views. I would only add that, as a result of his argument, we will have a Convention which would
not come into force. I will not say more, as I do not wish to repeat myself.

As the Chairman rightly remarked, we must not presuppose bad faith, but in answer to
this it has already been stated that it is not only a question of bad faith, but more especially
of combating delay in ratification.

In the life of individuals, as in the life of nations, it frequently happens that something
which could have been done long ago is put off until it becomes absolutely necessary. When
there is no absolute necessity, it is argued that the matter is not urgent and can be attended
to later. Procrastination of this kind very often occurs in signing or ratifying conventions.

It has been pointed out that a unanimous vote by Council is required before financial
assistance can be granted. I am quite aware of that, but that argument is weakened by the
fact that, in the first case - resort to war - it has been emphasised that, as a rule, the Council
should grant the loan. It was even proposed to insert in the text the word " shall" instead
of " may ". We have established the rule that, generally speaking, the loan must be granted
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unless the Council decides otherwise. That fact weakens the objection, and I therefore venture
to press my proposal. However, I do not wish to prolong the discussion and will accept the
decision of the majority.

The principle laid down in the Italian amendment was not adopted.

Article 30, with the addition of the date December 31st, 1931, was adopted.

ARTICLE 31.

Article 31 was adopted.

ARTICLE 32.

"It shall be a condition of the entry into force of the present Convention that the
ratifications or accessions which it has received shall have resulted in causing a sum of
notless than (50 million) gold francs, for the annual service of loans, to be covered by
ordinary guarantees and also by the special guarantees of not less than three Governments."

This article was adopted, the figure of 50 millions being confirmed.

ARTICLE 33.

" 1. The present Convention shall enter into force ninety days after the date on
which the conditions set out in Articles 32 and 35 are satisfied.

"2. The Secretary-General shall make the calculations necessary for the purpose
of Article 32. He shall notify the entry into force of the Convention to all the Members
of the League.

" 3. In the case of a Member of the League of Nations on whose behalf a ratification
or accession is subsequently deposited, the Convention shall take effect on the day on
which the instrument of ratification or accession is deposited with the Secretary-General
of the League of Nations.

4. The total maximum amount covered by ordinary guarantees in accordance
with Article 7 on the date of entry into force of the Convention, and any subsequent
increase in that amount resulting from a new ratification or accession, shall be notified
to all the Members of the League by the Secretary-General."

The discussion of an amendment to this Article, submitted by the Persian delegation, was
postponed until Article 35 was dealt with.

ARTICLE 34.

"Subject to the conditions laid down in Article 35, the following provisions shall
apply:

" 1. The present Convention shall be concluded for a period continuing until the
end of the year (1945).

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

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

"4. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph 2, the Convention shall cease
to be in force, so far as it relates to the authorisation of new loans, at the end of the
original period for which it is concluded, or of any successive period for which it continues
in force, if at that date, as a result of denunciations, or of the operation of paragraph 7
below, the annual sum to which the ordinary guarantees amount is less than -(50 million)
gold francs or the number of special guarantor Governments has fallen below three.

" 5. The obligations of any Government in respect of loans already authorised in
virtue of the present Convention shall not be affected by denunciation of the Convention,
or by its ceasing to be in force, so far as it relates to the authorisation of new loans, under
the provisions of paragraph 4 above or of Article 35.

" 6. If the ratifications or accessions necessary to bring the present Convention
into force have not been received before the end of the year 1935, the Council of the
League of Nations shall convene a conference to examine the situation.

" 7. Withdrawal from the League of Nations shall, on the date on which it becomes
effective, terminate all the rights and obligations of the Government concerned under
the present Convention, except such obligations as already rest upon it in consequence
of: the previous authorisation of a loan in application of the Convention."
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Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - The Belgian delegation has asked for an
amendment of the last sentence of paragraph 5, because Belgian jurists asked me what was
the scope of this sentence. I had to reply that we had not considered this point, which was
chiefly a matter for the Financial Committee, whose Belgian member was absent. I am glad
to have the opportunity of asking for an explanation of this point to-day, but, in view of the
obscurity of the text, I think that, after this explanation has been given, it would be better
to modify the drafting.

Count DE CHALENDAR. - It is true that this text is very obscure, probably owing to its
having been too literally translated from the English text. The best thing would be for it
to be submitted to the drafting committee.

The CHAIRMAN. - Are we agreed as to the substance of the text ?

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I cannot say, because I am not clear as to the
meaning of the sentence. Perhaps I may be able to understand it if the drafting were changed.

Count DE CHALENDAR. I would point out that the origin of this text is legal rather than
financial and that the Financial Committee cannot accept responsibility for its wording.

The CHAIRMAN. - What we have to decide is whether the Committee is agreed as to
the substance. If so, we could ask the drafting committee to draw up a clearer text. If, on
the other hand, the text is so obscure that it is not comprehensible - and that seems to be
the opinion of M. Rolin-Jaequemyns - it is useless, and we can omit it altogether.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I must say that I cannot admire the
drafting of this clause, but I think the meaning is pretty clear. It means, as I understand it,
that, when the Convention comes to an end either by denunciation or by ceasing to be in
force, under the provisions of paragraph 4 of Article 34 or under the provisions of Article 35,
the obligations of any Government in respect of loans already authorised shall not be affected,
but their obligation to underwrite new loans will come to an end.

The CHAIRMAN. - I have tried to find the meaning of this text. I have read it and re-read
it, and I think it is understandable if we take it that the second part of paragraph 5 is merely
a repetition of the previous paragraph. We might say, therefore:

"The obligations . . .to be in force under the conditions laid down in paragraph 4
above or in Article 35."

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - Other cases might arise if this text were adopted. The argument
might be reversed and it might be thought that, when the Convention had been denounced,
all loans not yet contracted would cease to involve any obligation on the part of the Government
denouncing the Convention. Under paragraph 2, however, the Convention is to continue
in force for five years as between countries which do not denounce it two years before the
expiration of the current period. It would be better to refer the text to the drafting
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. - It will have to be decided whether the obligations contracted cease
in the case of denunciation or not, and when the Convention will cease to be in force.

Paragraph 5 was referred to the drafting committee.

The CHAIRMAN. - There is a second amendment by the Netherlands delegation referring
to paragraph 7, to which it is proposed to add the words " or exclusion ".

The idea is to couple exclusion with withdrawal.

The amendment was adopted and referred to the drafting committee.

Paragraph 1 was adopted with the year 1945.

Paragraph 4 was adopted with the figure 50 million.

The remainder of the article was adopted.

ARTICLE 35.

" The entry into force of the present Convention, and its maintenance in force as
regards the authorisation of new loans, shall be conditional upon the entry into force
and maintenance in force of the plans for the reduction of armaments adopted by the
general Conference on Disarmament in execution of Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League of Nations.

"Notwithstanding the provisions of Articles 1, 2 and 14, if, after the expiration
of one year from the entry into force of the aforesaid plans, a High Contracting Party
is not acting in conformity with his obligations under such plans, he shall not benefit
by the financial assistance provided for by the present Convention."

The CHAIRMAN. - There is a radical amendment by the Belgian delegation to omit the
first paragraph altogether.
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Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - In proposing the deletion of the first paragraph
of Article 35, I have no intention of opposing the desire manifested by various States to
make the entry into force of this Convention conditional upon the entry into force of the plan
for the reduction of armaments, in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant. That question
is a matter of opinion. Personally, I am not very much in favour of it, because I think that
it is chiefly important to increase security pending the adoption of measures of disarmament.
The proposal I have to make, however, has no connection with this point of view; my fears
are of a different nature. If this provision be maintained and on some future date certain
countries assert that the Convention has come into force because the plan for the reduction
and limitation of armaments has been adopted, I am afraid that other States may reply that,
although a plan for the reduction and limitation of armaments has been drawn up, it is still
incomplete in severalrespects. They may say, for in s instance, that while land forces and naval
armaments have been covered, certain other classes of armaments have been omitted; much
has been done but more remains to be done, and consequently the Convention on Financial
Assistance has not yet yecome into force.

What is to be done in such a case ? Is the Permanent Court to be asked for its opinion ?
I do not quite see what solution you are going to adopt and I thus consider that Article 35
is a dangerous article, because it gives rise to conflicting interpretations. Moreover, it is
useless, because it will have no effect on countries which desire to postpone their accession
to the Convention until a scheme for the limitation and reduction of armaments has been
agreed upon.

I therefore propose purely and simply that the first paragraph should be deleted. If this
proposal be accepted this will of course involve some slight changes in Articles 33 and 34.

It has also been said that, if this text were omitted, it would be necessary to put something.
in its place. But I cannot see any reason for that, since the Convention will simply come into
force as soon as a sufficient number of ratifications have been received.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I do not think the honourable delegate for Belgium objects to a link
being established between disarmament and this Convention. He appears to think that, while
this link may exist in fact, it is not necessary to insert it in the text. That, I take it, is the
meaning of his observations ; moreover, even in the written proposals which he has submitted,
it is stated that "this article adds nothing to the right of the individual Governments to
refrain from ratifying the Convention for the present".

In this connection, I should like to make two remarks: the first is that Baron Rolin
Jaequemyns himself must admit that it is possible that, if it be omitted, many Governments
will refuse to sign the Convention. We shall thus run the risk of seeing a Convention, which
has been drawn up, remain inoperative. That would be a lamentable occurrence. Is it worth
while drawing up a convention which is apparently to come into force immediately, when
many Governments are already proposing to delay their signature ?

The second remark I have to make is, I think, of much greater importance. In my opinion,
it is absolutely necessary to emphasise the fact that the link between disarmament and the
Financial Convention must exist not only in reality but also in appearance. Public opinion
in every country must be aware of the existence of this link and must realise that we can only
be called upon to bear this new financial burdn when disarmamenart has been effected, and
shall not be obliged to undertake these obligations until this has been done.

I must apologise for reverting to the same argument, but I think that the importance of
this Convention should be emphasised still further. I referred yesterday to the legal difficulties
which have had to be surmounted. I do not wish to mention once again the difficulties with
which the First Committee is now faced in connection with the amendment of the Covenant
and which are even being discussed in the Press. In addition to legal difficulties, there are
others of a practical nature. In this connection, I should like to deal with the situation of
special guarantor States, without which the Convention cannot come into force.

It should be remembered that these fie iv States will have to provide between them a
supplementary guarantee for the whole of the annual service of the loan. We have provided
for an annual sum of 100 million, payable possibly for forty years - ten years during which the
Convention is in force (this may even be in operation for more than ten years, up to 1945)-
plus the thirty years for which the loan may be contracted. These five States would thus
be called upon to furnish a guarantee for a period of forty years, and possibly longer.

The special guarantor States will thus be liable on an average for approximately one
milliard gold francs.

I am prepared to take upon myself the responsibility of advising my country to accept
this heavy burden if there is at the same time a reduction of expenditure on armaments. In
doing so, I should be serving both my own country and the cause of peace. However, I fail
to see how I could advise it to assume a burden equivalent to one-twentieth of our national
debt - namely, one milliard gold francs - if I were not convinced that we should thus be
serving the object on behalf of which we have already made great concessions.


