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I should also like to point out that it is not only the great Powers which would be called
upon to make sacrifices. Small countries would also have to make them. On page 47 of
document A.15.1930.VII, there is a very logical observation by the Danish Government:

"Some anxiety is felt at the fact that a departure is made from the principle laid
down in Article 4 of the Covenant, in that, according to the proposal under consideration,
the Council will be able to reach a decision and impose financial obligations on the
individual Members of the League without those States that are not Members of the
Council having any opportunity of participating in the Council's deliberations
and decisions."

The position of countries not permanently represented on the Council would be a very
grave one, because they would have to undertake to subscribe to the loan without having
any opportunity of participating in the discussions. This aspect of the problem was discussed
at length in the Financial Committee and in the Arbitration and Security Committee, when,
for instance, the Netherlands delegate was unable to accept this view.

If the proposed Convention is to be effective, the machinery of financial assistance must
be set in motion automatically. It should be realised, however, that the obligation to participate
in loans without having participated in the debate constitutes a heavy charge.

Should we not all of us, whether we are jurists or politicians, agree that if both large and
small countries are called upon to make sacrifices, those sacrifices must be justified ? We
must therefore keep before us the great ideal of disarmament. We must say here and now
that we shall only be in a position to bear these financial obligations when disarmament has
been effected. Such an idea is calculated to accelerate the process of disarmament, since all
countries will realise that, if they agree to disarm, they will, in return, have the guarantee of
financial assistance.

It may be argued that in this way the entry into force of the scheme for financial assistance
will be retarded. That is true to a certain point, but I am convinced that if this link is not
established the Convention will never come into operation. Hence, by retarding the solution
of the question of financial assistance, we may possibly hasten the solution of the question of
disarmament, which would be of still greater advantage to the cause of peace.

In any case, I must state categorically - I apologise for using so strong a word - that
when I made considerable concessions yesterday in regard to Article 2 I made them with a
view to the maintenance of the link to which I have just referred. If this link is not maintained,
I should not be able to accept the Convention as a whole.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). Even those of us who are in favour of the establishment in
the Convention of a link between financial assistance and disarmament are not altogether
satisfied with Article 35 of the draft Convention, which, in its present form, is open to justifiable
criticism. It must be recognised, however, that it is difficult - almost impossible, in fact 
at the present stage to fix rules for the entry and maintenance in force of the Convention on
Financial Assistance. Too many data are lacking at the moment.

Would it not be possible, therefore, to insert in the Convention, in place of the first paragraph
of Article 35 or elsewhere, a text based on Article 13 of the Commercial Convention, adopted
on March 24th, 1929, which might read as follows:

"The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall, either simultaneously or
immediately after the general Conference on Disarmament convened by the Council,
summon a meeting of the High Contracting Parties which have ratified the present
Convention and of those Parties which have asked to accede to it under the provisions of
Article 31.

" During the aforesaid meeting, the date for the coming into force of the Convention
and the conditions under which it should be maintained in force shall be decided."

In this way, the delegates chosen to take part in the meeting convened for the entry into
force of the Convention on Financial Assistance might also represent their Governments at
the Disarmament Conference. They would then be in a better position to appreciate the situation.

If my suggestion is accepted, the drafting committee might be asked to frame a final
text.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - This question is not a novel one. It
has been discussed and re-discussed on a very large number of occasions, and I hope, with all
respect to my Belgian and Swedish colleagues, that we shall adhere to the words printed in
Document A.15.1930.VII.

Both those delegates seem to feel that the condition is obscure and difficult to construe.
Of course, it was the result of a very long discussion, and I still hope that we arrived at a form
of words that was reasonably clear and would not lead to misunderstanding by any country
of good faith. If there is any honest misunderstanding, we have always the Court of Justice
at The Hague which will be able to give us an opinion.

It seems to me to be quite clear when you say that the condition is the entry into force
of plans for the reduction of armaments adopted by the general Conference on Disarmament
in execution of Article 8 of the Covenant. I should have thought, since it is perfectly clear
that we are working towards such a Conference, and the Preparatory Commission exists in
order to bring about such a Conference, that when it comes into being it will arrive at some
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result, or at least we all devoutly hope so. If it arrives at that result, those will be the plans
for disarmament which are approved by the Conference called in pursuance of Article 8.

If there should unhappily turn out to be an unforeseen difficulty, we can always have
recourse to the plan suggested by the Swedish delegate without that being inserted in this
Convention at all. It is always possible to have a conference of the signatories to and the
adherents of this Convention if it should prove (as I think is unlikely) necessary when the facts
come to be discussed, but I did not want to discuss that aspect of it so much as the broad
principle.

The real difference between Baron Rolin Jaequemyns and myself is that he wants the
Convention to be complete without this clause. I am very anxious that this clause should be
in the Convention. If it is not in the Convention, at the very best those countries who desire
a liaison between disarmament and this Convention will not only not ratify, but they will not
even sign this Convention, until the Disamament Conference has met and arrived at a conclusion.
The result would be that you would get no signatures, or, at any rate, a very great lack of
signatures, to this Convention. I hope, on the contrary, that we shall get a large number of
signatures to this Convention during this Assembly. That was the idea of the last Assembly
and I hope it will be fulfilled. I think it would be a disastrous result if this Convention were
established and then remained practically unsigned for some months or possibly even years
until after the Disarmament Conference had met.

Then Baron Rolin Jaequemyns says this : that after all it makes no difference, that every
country can make its signature or ratification dependent on the Disarmament Conference,
whether this clause is in the Convention or not.- But I venture to think that he leaves out one
very important consideration. The presence of this clause in this Convention is an important
guarantee to public opinion that we in this League of Nations are seriously in earnest in the
policy of disarmament. It is an advertisement to the world that we regard disarmament as
a practical policy which is coming into force, and that we make our action dependent upon
our belief that that will happen.

That, I think, is a moral effect of the greatest possible importance and, as far as the British
Government is concerned, I have merely to remind the Committee of what was said with such
emphasis and decision by the Foreign Minister of my country in the Assembly the other day.
He explained quite definitely that the policy which not only the present Government but,
so far as he could see, any future Government of my country would insist upon was that they
would not undertake any further commitments of this kind until disarmament had been
accepted.

Those are the two reasons of substance why I venture very strongly to press the Committee
to adhere to this clause, and to adhere to it without change.

This has been a matter long considered. It was an essential part of the agreement which
resulted in the text that we have before us. That was made quite clear, not only by my'Italian
friend, but by several other countries, including my own. We regard it as a vital part of the
compromise upon which this whole Convention rests. If that part of the compromise is to be
taken away, then the whole scheme, the whole system of this Convention, is in danger.

I do venture very respectfully to press upon my Belgian friend, and upon the other members
of the Committee, that it is impossible to do good work, whether in this assembly or any other,
unless the understandings which have been arrived at on one occasion, and on which action has
been based, are rigidly and honourably fulfilled right through to the end, and for that reason,
even if there were no other, I beg the Committee not to do anything to weaken or to interfere
with the effect of the clause which is before us.

(The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.)
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FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Saturday, September 20th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

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

ARTICLE 35 (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN. - I have to communicate to the Committee the following proposal by
the British, French, German, Italian and Netherlands delegations which has just been submitted
to the Bureau and distributed.

Paragraph 1. " The entry into force of the present Convention and its maintenance
in force as regards the authorisation of new law shall be conditional, in respect of each
of the High Contracting Parties, upon the entry into force, and maintenance in force in
respect of that Party, of a plan for the reduction of armaments adopted in execution of
Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.

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

Dr. MUNCH (Denmark). - The Danish Government has always had some doubts as to the
utility of this Convention. However, we decided to accept it in the form in which it was drawn
up after the discussions last year in this Committee and the deliberations of the Arbitration
and Security Committee.

Last year, we indicated the conditions under which we could accept the Convention.
These were borne in mind by the Arbitration and Security Committee when the present draft
was drawn up.

I had hoped that this year we should have been able to obtain a result without lengthy discus-
sion or any important changes in the text submitted to the Governments. We were prepared to
vote for and sign the Convention as it stood, but if Article 35 be omitted or weakened, the link
between the Convention and the reduction of armaments will not be sufficiently strong and this
will change the situation for us. It has been observed that States can always postpone their
ratification. That is not enough. If Article 35 be omitted, the new system can be established
by the ratification of even a small number of States.

This new system does not merely create new obligations for signatory States; it also
establishes new rules for the Council, an innovation which will affect all Members of the League.
We think these changes should not be made until the first steps have been taken to apply the
provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant.

For that reason, I entirely agree with what Lord Cecil said yesterday. If the link between
the Convention and the reduction in armaments can be made more definite, I should be very
well pleased; if, however, you omit or weaken Article 35, it will be impossible for us to vote
for and sign the Convention.

It is not possible for me to form a definite opinion on the new proposal at first sight, but
my impression is that it is inadequate and that if this text were adopted the Convention might
come into force even if it were accepted by only a few Members of the League.

It is true that all the Members of the League would not be bound. We should not have
any financial obligations. But that is not the main point. What is of chief importance is that
a new rule would be established for the Council, which, at the outset of a difficult situation,
would have to state which party was the aggressor and was endangering peace.

That would be a new obligation for the Council. It should not be created by agreement
between five or six Members of the League, but only if satisfactory plans have been brought
into operation in application of Article 8.

Therefore, as I understand the proposal, it is inadequate in this respect and I must reserve
the opinion of my Government.

The CHAIRMAN. - As other delegations may be feeling the same uncertainty as the delegate
for Denmark, I would ask Lord Cecil to be good enough to explain the proposal to the Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I will do my best, but there are others
present who will be able to correct and complete my observations if they are insufficient. I
ventured to say to the Committee yesterday that I hoped that nothing would be done to alter
or upset the arrangements which were made by which the Treaty of Financial Assistance should
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be closely bound up with the principle of disarmament. That is a principle to which I personally
attach great importance and, quite apart from that, it was certainly part of a definite
arrangement which was made and which I think must not in any circumstances be weakened
or interfered with.

I was not, therefore, able to accept Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' suggestion, because I thought
it inconsistent with that arrangement. At the same time, Baron Rolin-Jaequemyns and others
undoubtedly pointed out certain difficulties which arise out of the actual drafting of Article 35.
They pointed out, for instance - I will not go through the whole of their argument - that it
might be quite uncertain whether the obligation would, or would not, attach to any particular
signatory, or indeed to any signatories of the Treaty of Financial Assistance; what exactly
would happen to a plan coming into operation supposing one of the parties to the plan declined
to go on with it - and a variety of other difficulties of that kind. It was said, not without
truth - as I.think we all admitted - that there was a certain vagueness in the expression which
we have used, and in particular that it left the parties to the Treaty of Financial Assistance
in some doubt as to whether they were or were not bound, a doubt depending upon the decision
of whether or not the condition laid down in Article 35 had actually been fulfilled. The
amendment of which notice has been given by the various delegations the German, French,
Italian, Dutch and my own - is designed to minimise that doubt, and has no other purpose
whatever. It does not propose in any way to alter the close liaison between disarmament and
the Treaty of Financial Assistance. Let me remind the Committee of the procedure under
Article 8 of the Covenant. Under Article 8 of the Covenant, it is the duty of the Council to
formulate plans for disarmament, which may then be accepted or rejected by the various
Governments. A plan formulated by the Council, therefore, would not necessarily be accepted
by the whole of the Governments ; it might be or might not be. The fundamental thing is for
the Council to formulate the plan. Therefore, if Article 35 is adopted in any form, there
certainly will be a plan formulated by the Council for general disarmament, and it is only if
that plan be formulated and adopted that this Convention will come into operation. Then
there was the difficulty that the plan might be formulated and adopted to some extent, and the
question of what was to happen to a country which had not adopted the plan but which was
yet a signatory of the Treaty of Financial Assistance. That was the main difficulty put to us,
and our suggestion is that, in addition to the plan being formulated before the Treaty of
Financial Assistance shall come into operation with respect to each country, that country
must have accepted the plan and put it into force. That is the whole point. It does not mean
that the Treaty of Financial Assistance can come into operation, as Dr. Munch suggested,
in the case of four or five countries only accepting the plan. There will still be necessity for
50 million francs, the guarantee. That limit will still remain. There still will have to be a general
plan accepted, the Council being satisfied under Article 8 that a general plan has been accepted.
Those two conditions will remain. The only change we propose in order to meet the difficulties
that have been suggested is that, with respect to each country, the Treaty of Financial Assistance
shall only be enforced if they themselves have accepted the principle and the plan of
disarmament. The result will be that so far from making it less close, I think the amendment
will make the connection between disarmament and financial assistance even closer than it
was in the original Article 35. At any rate, that is the way I understand it.

I really think that is the whole of what I have to say about the main proposal. You will
see that what we do is simply - taking the English text - to add after the word " conditional"
" in respect of each of the High Contracting Parties, upon the entry into force and maintenance
in force in respect of that party of a plan ". That is to say, the plan must not only be generally
adopted, but must be accepted by each party. I hope that that, to some extent at any rate,
meets Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' and my Swedish colleague's points of view. It does not meet
the point of view of those who wish to sweep away this liaison. That is fundamental to us.
We have to maintain the liaison unaffected and undiminished.

There are only two other changes I need mention. We speak of a plan of reduction of
armaments rather than the plan, because we think it is essential that it should be the actual
plan of disarmament. We also propose to leave out the words " by the general Conference
on Disarmament". I do not think I am being indiscreet in saying there was a certain
amount of difference of opinion as to whether it was desirable to leave out these words, but
the majority of those who agreed to this amendment think it better - again purely as
a matter of drafting - to leave them out, because what we want is the plan of disarmament
adopted in execution of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and if you look
at Article 8 of the Covenant there is nothing about a general Conference. That is only one of
the methods which we now propose to employ, and rightly propose to employ, in order to reach
that result. Therefore when you are saying "adopted in execution of Article 8 of the Covenant ",
it is not really strictly appropriate to refer to the general Conference. No doubt the general
Conference will have to be held ; we all contemplate its being held, but as a matter of drafting
it seemed to us better to leave out the reference to it in this particular clause. There is nothing
hidden or obscure about that; as far as I can see, it does not make any difference at all.

I ought to have said at the beginning of my observations that the delegation of Japan
is also in agreement with this amendment. For reasons of haste, we have not had an opportunity
of adding their name.
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Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I desire to withdraw the amendment which
I had submitted with a view to the omission of the first paragraph of Article 35. I do not
in the least rgret having made that proposal as it has given many members of the Committee
an opportunity to state their views, and I am certain that in this connection the Committee
feels as I do.

Iwhen any case, when I was aware of the very definite opinions held by my colleagues, I
should have withdrawn my amendment, because I do not think there is anything to be gained
by adopting such questions by a majority vote ; the result is that you may get a few signatures
to a Convention, but you get very few ratifications. It is better in such cases to agree to a
minimum which may represent a maximum for certain Governments, although others regard
it as a minimum. This is the only way in which we can reach agreement and this consideration
alone would have led me to withdraw my amendment. I have all the more pleasure in
withdrawing it because, for the reasons which Lord Cecil has clearly explained to us, the new
text appears to give very great satisfaction and, in any case, it entirely meets the objection
in regard to procedure in connection with the entry into force of the Convention on Financial
Assistance, to which I drew your attention.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - I should like to repeat in the first place that, as regards the
substance ofy the question - namely, the advisability of establishing a link between this
Convention and disarmament I fully agree with Lord Cecil. The only question is how
we are to make the existence of this link as clear as possible. In view of the present state
of the question, I was surprised by certain things which Lord Cecil said yesterday, especially
when he reproached us with trying to draw back from an agreement which had already been
established. What would be the use of discussing the matter in this Committee if we had
not the right to endeavour to find better texts to express our ideas and common points of view ?

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, both in the Arbitration and Security Committee and in this
Committee, yesterday severely criticised the text proposed for the first paragraph of Article 35
of the draft Convention. I also expressed the fear that its application might give rise in
future to misunderstandings and differences of opinion which it is desirable to avoid, and
I observed that a better text would facilitate the acceptance of this Convention by Parliaments

I had thought that the text which I proposed would meet these difficulties. However,
as the proposal by the British, French, German, Italian, Japanese and Netherlands delegations
to a large extent meets the objections raised, I am prepared to accept this text.

12. Statement by the Rt. Hon. J. H. Scullin, Prime Minister of Australia.

The Rt. Hon. J. H. SCULLIN. - Allow me to express my appreciation to the delegates
for giving me an opportunity of speaking to this Committee on the only day that I shall be
able to spend at the League headquarters.

I esteem it a very great privilege to be present at this meeting of the Disarmament
Committee of the Assembly of the League of Nations, which gives me the opportunity of
re-affirming the faith of the Commonwealth Government, and of the people of Australia, in
the aims and achievements of the League and, in particular, of speaking for a few moments
on the League's work on disarmament.

I am sorry that the exigencies of the political situation in my own country prevented
me from visiting the League earlier in the sittings of the present Assembly, and also that the
meeting of the Imperial Conference in London within a few days will not permit me to make
an extended stay in Geneva. For the shortness of my stay at the League headquarters, therefore,
I offer my sincere regrets.

So far as the subject you have under immediate discussion is concerned, I should like
to say that I find myself in agreement with the remarks made by Lord Cecil. The Australian
Government strongly supports the system embodied in the draft Treaty for Financial Assistance,
subject to two conditions - namely, that the Treaty is expressly not to come into force until
the Convention for the Reduction of Armaments has been brought into operation and that
the liability of each guarantor State is definitely and strictly limited to the share assigned
to it in the draft Convention.

We in Australia have watched with the deepest interest the gradual growth of the League
from infancy to its present adolescence, through which it is steadily progressing to full maturity.
That growth, in our opinion, has been sound and healthy. The League does not appear, to
my mind, to have gone too far or too fast, but rather to have pressed steadfastly forward on
its great course for the promotion of disarmament and for the maintenance of peace, not only
amongst its members but also throughout the world. It is a noble object.

The note struck by the delegate from Belgium this afternoon is, in my judgment, if you
will permit me to say so, a good note ; in which he said, in effect, that we must be prepared to
make compromises in order to secure the maximum ratification.

In our time, as delegates know full well, we have tasted the bitter fruits of war. Even
now, nearly twelve years after the conclusion of the hostilities of 1914-1918, we are suffering
acutely from the effects of war, and it is appalling to reflect on what would have been the
present state of the world but for the grand conception that led the nations to league themselves
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together for the prevention of future wars. The League is one of the greatest facts in the
history of civilisation. With its organisations of the Permanent Court of International Justice
and the International Labour Office, it offers a splendid system for the furtherance of
international good-will. It rests with us now, and also with the people of future generations,
to support the League wholeheartedly and to take full advantage of the blessings it embodies,
Its progress to date has been encouraging, and my fervent hope is that it will continue to
gain strength with the years for its humanitarian objects.

There are many who believe that while the League has been extraordinarily successful
in some directions it is not making sufficient progress in its greatest object-disarmament.

While we all hope for speedy and tangible results in this vitally important branch of the
League's activities, we must render due credit to the League for the success it has so far achieved
in the direction of the establishment of international security and the peaceful settlement
of international disputes, thus creating the necessary atmosphere and clearing the way for
a general reduction of armaments.

I feel, however, that the League should soon be in a position to proceed with the proposed
Disarmament Conference, and that we should all be prepared to make considerable contributions
towards bringing about a more rapid and appreciable progress in the reduction of armaments,
so that the faith of the peoples in the work of the League may not be allowed to waver. Whilst
I realise the immense difficulties, both technical and political, I think we should be able now
to look forward to some greater measure of progress in connection with the reduction of
armaments.

The success of the Locarno Conference, the universal adoption of the Treaty for the
Renunciation of War and the recent wide acceptance of the Optional Clause have all been
encouraging signs. Combined with the results achieved by the Washington and London Naval
Conferences, they seem to indicate that the time has arrived when the League should be able
to convene the great Disarmament Conference with every prospect of a successful issue.

The armaments of the world even to-day are immense. The cost is too great a load for
the peoples to bear, burdened as they are with excessive taxation to meet the colossal cost
of the last war.

Unless civilisation is to stand still, we should now be able to take fuller advantage of the
opportunity of accepting the means available for the settlement of international differences
by law instead of by war, and thereby renounce by deeds as well as by words the former
barbarous means of settling such disputes.

We should proceed along that path as far as possible before the horrors and disorganisation
of the last war become dimmed in living memory. If we cannot make further progress in the
reduction of armaments, we shall have failed to grasp an unrivalled opportunity, and I fear
that we shall run the risk of weakening the confidence of the peoples in the League.

Let us hope that the Disarmament Conference will prove the coping stone in the League
edifice of peace. Even with a full realisation of the difficulties, therefore, I earnestly proffer
a plea that we should hasten action with a view to achieving some substantial diminution of
this burden, and at the same time remove the potential danger resulting from armaments.

These armaments cannot be regarded as necessary, particularly in the light of the success
already achieved by the League in international co-operation. We must think in terms of
peace if we would have peace, and better still act on such thoughts.

In former times, the people heard of little but the " glory of war "; to-day, such an advance
in civilised thought has been made by the establishment of the League of Nations that we
may now, without any hesitation, inculcate the humanitarian principle of the " glory of peace ".

War is barbarity; peace is civilisation.

The people to-day are thinking in terms of reduction of armaments, which is different from
the pre-war attitude when all nations were taking part in the race for armaments and groaning
under an ever-increasing burden of unproductive taxation in order to be prepared against
attack.

Disarmament, gradual if necessary, but general in its operation, is the practical step
towards the banishing of war. The oft-repeated declaration that preparation for war is the
best means of preventing war has been disproved and discredited in the most tragic way. The
building-up of armaments is not an insurance against war. On the contrary, it is a lighted
torch waved through the inflammable material of the nations.

Australia is therefore heartily behind the League in all its endeavours in the direction
of the peaceful settlement of international disputes. When the immense treasure that was
formerly poured into unproductive armaments is turned into useful channels, the world will
be borne towards greater prosperity and happiness for all.

The CHAIRMAN. - I am sure that I am interpreting the unanimous sentiments of all the
members of the Committee in addressing our sincere thanks to the Prime Minister of Australia
for the address which he has just delivered.
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13. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance (continuation of the discussion).

ARTICLE 35 (continuation).

M. HOLSTI (Finland). - The Finnish delegation has been very interested in the views
which have just been expressed. I do not want to repeat the views of the British delegation,
especially as I am in agreement with them. I am quite willing to vote for the proposal
introduced by Lord Cecil.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I am glad to see that agreement is being reached in this Committee.
I said at the outset that the Norwegian delegation reserves its attitude in regard to the draft
in general. I wish to say to-day that I personnally have not abandoned the hope that the
Norwegian Government may one day ratify the Convention, although I am quite sure that,
unless a link be established between Financial Assistance and the plan for the reduction of
armaments, there is not the slightest possibility of my country accepting the Convention,
and that would be a result which I should greatly deplore.

In the course of our discussion, the view was expressed that it would be necessary to
give, so to speak, a bounty to countries which ratify the Disarmament Convention in order
to make the latter really effective. Although I have more general considerations in mind,
I am profoundly convinced that no scheme for security or the organisation of sanctions will
have any useful effect unless it be accompanied by a scheme for disarmament.

I feel rather doubtful as to the effect of the amendment which has just been proposed.
If stress is to be laid on what I have termed the "bounty ", a State must obviously be required
to ratify the plan for disarmament if it wishes to enjoy the benefits of the Convention. It has
been stated during the discussion that the case of a threat of war might occur in which the
threatened State, for reasons beyond its control, had not yet ratified the Convention. Perhaps
our Rapporteur could mention that aspect of the question. From the point of view of the
general interests of the League, which the Norwegian delegation is at all times anxious to
protect, I think that in certain cases it might be advisable to grant financial assistance and
all other possible help to a country even if it has not been able to ratify the Convention.

General DUMITRESCO (Roumania).- The Roumanian delegation was one of those which
originally asked for the omission of the first paragraph of Article 35. We recognise that there
is a close connection between the two Conventions, but we have a somewhat different idea
of the sense in which that interdependence is to be understood. We consider that disarmament
depends upon the progress that is made in establishing security and consequently upon the
provisions of Article 16 of the Covenant, and that it likewise depends on the solution of the
problem of financial assistance which also comes under that article.

We are of opinion that Article 16 of the Covenant, which is designed to strengthen the
guarantees of security, is an essential element for the solution of the question of disarmament;
hence, while recognising the close connection between financial assistance and disarmament,
we considered that it was first necessary to obtain security as a condition for facilitating
disarmament.

Now the tendency appears to be to obtain disarmament first and then to offer guarantees
of security. However, in view of the attitude of the representatives of the great Powers which
are to become special guarantors under the Financial Assistance Convention, we agree with
the Belgian representative that it is better to have something than nothing. I am therefore
prepared, on behalf of the Roumanian delegation, to accept a solution which commends itself
to the majority of the Committee.

Dr. MUNCH (Denmark). - I wish to thank Lord Cecil for the explanations which he has
given us on behalf of the authors of the proposal. I have read the proposal again and I still
think it complicated and not very clear. However, I have learned from our discussions that
if we desire to obtain a result we should not put too much emphasis on questions of drafting,
provided we are agreed as to substance. I am therefore prepared to accept this proposal after
the interpretation which we have heard and which I regard as an authentic interpretation,
it having been given by the authors of the draft.

According to that interpretation, before the Convention can come into force, there must
first be a Disarmament Conference and that Conference must have produced positive results.

Since that is the case, I am prepared to vote in favour of the proposal and of the
Convention in their present form and to recommend my Government to submit the Convention
to our Parliament for ratification, although I cannot, of course, guarantee the result of this
action.

The CHAIRMAN. - I congratulate the Committee on the conciliatory spirit which it has
shown during this discussion and thank M. Rolin Jaequemyns for the great service he has
rendered us by instigating it. Does the Persian delegation desire to maintain its proposal ?

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia). - Yes, Mr. Chairman, and although a majority has
already been obtained, we maintain our reserves, even if our amendment be not accepted.
I wish to read my Government's statement and to explain the principles underlying our
amendment.

Our first delegate recently stated in the Assembly during the general discussion on the
work of the League that the establishment of any link between the Convention on Financial
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Assistance and the Disarmament Convention would be inadvisable, and he expressed the hope
that this clause would be omitted.

It was in this spirit that we proposed our amendment; we considered that, unless Powers
which are anxious for world peace take steps to establish security, there will be no outlet from
the vicious circle in which the questions of disarmament and security are at present moving.

The Convention on Financial Assistance, if it is brought into operation immediately,
will have a pacifying effect and will greatly facilitate general disarmament.

All countries, whether large or small, would consider that this Convention, by affording
them relative security, would lessen their military burdens considerably.

We are convinced that, when countries realise that they will no longer have to face a
possible aggressor single-handed, this will do much to promote the adoption of the general
scheme for disarmament.

If certain Powers feel that their present military burdens are so great that they cannot
accept the obligations of this Convention until they get some relief from these burdens through
material disarmament, I maintain that when general disarmament has been effected, according
to the just requirements of those countries, the danger of war will be so much less that the
Convention on Financial Assistance will have lost much of its value. It is at the present time.
that danger exists, when everyone suspects his neighbour, and this is what prevents disarmament.
We must be willing to make this sacrifice, especially as it is not so much the money to be
furnished by the Council which will cause a well-prepared aggressor to hesitate, as the moral
condemnation which that country would incur in the eyes of the world.

Consequently, the sum to be furnished is not of great importance, and I am of opinion
that at first we could reduce the ordinary or special guarantees to the lowest acceptable figure
and still maintain the moral significance of the proposed Convention.

If our amendment were adopted, therefore, it might be possible to revise the figures and
financial clauses in the Convention, and they might be studied pending the adoption of the
general Disarmament Convention, after which we might revert to the present figures.

The CHAIRMAN. The Persian delegation's amendment reads as follows:

" Article 35. - The maintenance in force of the present Convention as from 1945
shall be conditional upon the entry into force ".

Does the Persian delegate desire a vote to be taken on his amendment ?

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia). - Yes, Mr. Chairman, and I wish to give an explanation
before the vote is taken.

The object of the amendment is to define the position of the Council towards the aggressor.
We consider that financial assistance has a material and a moral aspect; we do not regard
the former as of great importance because we are convinced that, even if milliards were placed
at a country's disposal, it would not have time to do anything unless it were well prepared
and other Powers came to its assistance.

We are anxious that the Convention on Financial Assistance should be put into force
immediately, even if the smallest possible figure - one franc - is inserted, so that the Council
could say to the aggressor: you have adopted this attitude and, unless you conform to the
steps which we have recommended, we shall give financial assistance to the other party.

The CHAIRMAN. - According to this amendment, there would be no connection between
the Conventions until 1945, and it is only after that date that the maintenance in force of
the Convention on Financial Assistance would depend upon the maintenance of the scheme
for the limitation of armaments.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia). - The year 1945 was merely inserted as an indication
and we should be prepared to accept any other date by which the Committee considers that
disarmament would be effected.

The amendement was not adopted. The New Zealand delegation abstained from voting.

The proposal for Article 35 by the British, French, German, Italian, Japanese and Netherlands
delegations was adopted.

ARTICLE 33 (continuation ).

The CHAIRMAN.- Now that Article 35 has been adopted, the reference to that article
in Article 33 should be maintained.

Agreed.
Article 33 was adopted.

ARTICLE 36.
Article 36 was adopted.

PREAMBLE.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - Since in the French text of Article 2 we replaced the
word " conflit " by the word " differend ", this should also be done in the Preamble.

The Preamble was adopted with this modification.

' See page 38.
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APPENDICES.

The appendices were approved.

TEXTS RESERVED: APPOINTMENT OF A DRAFTING COMMITTEE.

The CHAIRMAN. - A drafting committee should be appointed for the final drafting of
the Convention. I propose M. MASSIGLI, M. G6PPERT and M. COBIAN, who would be assisted
by a member of the Financial Section.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I suggest adding the name of M. VAN EYSINGA.
These proposals were adopted.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I should like to draw the Committee's attention to a point which
does not affect the Convention itself but which might be embodied in the resolution to be
submitted to the Assembly.

The Convention which we have just adopted is very complicated and the mechanism
of its application extremely delicate. If this mechanism should one day have to work, especially
under Article 1, it will be necessary that it should function with the utmost rapidity. For
this purpose, it will be necessary to establish protocols, loan contracts and documents of various
kinds requiring very careful wording. Could not the Financial Committee be asked to study
provisionally forms for protocols and contracts, leaving out, of course, special cases for which
different forms might be needed ? These forms could then be placed at the Council's disposal
for use when necessary.

The CHAIRMAN. - I think the Committee will agree to ask the Drafting Committee to
prepare a text for this recommendation.

Agreed.

The CHAIRMAN. -I would remind the Committee that, by a unanimous decision on May
15th last, the Council drew the attention of Governments to the advisability of giving their
delegates to the present Assembly the necessary powers to sign the Convention on Financial
Assistance. As we now have every reason to hope that this Convention will be concluded
and will be open for signature by Governments at the end of the present Assembly, I would
ask those delegations which have not yet been furnished with full powers for signing to be
good enough to consider the desirability of obtaining them from their Governments.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - The Swiss delegation will abstain from voting on the Convention
as a whole for the following reasons : The Federal Council is not opposed to the draft Convention
which had its origin in the Finnish proposal. It has already stated that it would feel great
satisfaction at the conclusion of an agreement which in everyone's opinion would increase
the guarantees of security throughout the world and thus diminish the risks of war. The
attitude of reserve which it is obliged to adopt is dictated by the special situation of my country
in the League and by the necessity of maintaining, in accordance with the Declaration of London
of February 13th, 1920, a regime of neutrality which, as we have already stated in our reply
to the draft Memorandum in regard to European Federation, has for many centuries formed
the basis of the political status of the Swiss Confederation.

The opinion of the Federal Council in regard to this matter has already been clearly stated
in its report on the work of the tenth Assembly of the League of Nations to the Federal Chambers.

This does not mean that the attitude of the Federal Council is immutable. My Government
has reserved the right to re-examine the situation after it has seen the Convention in its final
form. Nevertheless, as it is possible that my Government may desire to maintain its attitude,
I shall be obliged to refrain from contributing by my vote to the adoption or rejection of solutions
with which we may not be able to agree later on.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand). - On account of the instructions received from
my Government, I shall have to ask that I be regarded at present as abstaining. I am leaving
for London on the 24th of this month to meet my Prime Minister, and shall have much pleasure
in explaining to him and the Attorney-General of New Zealand what has occurred in this most
interesting and instructive debate. In the meantime, however, acting according to instructions,
I have no course open to me but that which I have outlined.

Sir Denys BRAY (India). - The attitude of the Government of India was stated last year
by Sir Muhammad Habibullah.

That attitude is one of sympathy tempered with cautious reserve. Owing to her geogra-
phical position, India is unlikely to be concerned in the direct advantages which this Convention
may provide. One or two speakers yesterday mentioned the possible need, and not impossible
difficulty of securing parliamentary approval prior not only to ratification but even to signature,
and it is felt by my Government that it may be not very easy to justify India's assumption
of further commitments in view of the lack of direct advantages that she herself would get
under the Convention. My Government, therefore, does not propose to sign at present, for
India is:always chary of signing unless the prospect of ratification is reasonably clear. Whether

4
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the Indian Assembly will eventually give approval to ratification it is hardly possible to foretell
here and now. Matters might have been a little easier, had the Committee been able to fall in
with India's suggestion last year regarding the basis of the distribution of the guarantees.
True, the modifications which were discussed yesterday to Article 7 would go some way to
meet India's point, but not the whole way, for India, as you know, is rather sore over what she
conceives to be her excessive quota. Much would depend, moreover, on the degree of univer-
sality which the Convention is likely to secure. If the Convention fails to attract much support
outside Europe, it seems possible that India would prefer to stand aloof. Should, however,
the Convention attract support not merely in Europe but also in Asia and elsewhere, then
it is hard to believe that India would not desire to collaborate in such a worldwide contribution
to the movement towards the suppression of war.

Mr. TE WATER (South Africa). - In view of the nature of the instructions of my
Government, I have been in the unfortunate position of not being able to take part in this
Committee's interesting and instructive discussions, nor have I been able to joi in any of
its decisions. Nevertheless, the Government of the Union of South Africa views every endeavour
on the part of the League of Nations to outlaw war, and to perpetuate a system of
pacific settlement of disputes, with the utmost sympathy and good-will. The relatively
few number of Conventions to which South Africa has been able to give its signature
- and these remarks are relevant to the attitude of my Government to the
Convention now under discussion - is due to its geographical position and an economic
system which differentiates its attitude towards many of those Conventions from that of
European nations. But this I will say to the Committee, that I shall propose to my
Government to reconsider carefully its attitude towards the Convention on Financial Assistance
more particularly in view of the inclusion in e the Convention of the amended Article 35. More
than this at the present moment I am unable to say.

General TANCZOS (Hungary). - I wish to reserve my decision until I have seen the final
text of the Convention. I can say immediately, however, that my vote will not be a negative
one.

The CHAIRMAN. - In connection with the Hungarian delegate's statement, I would point
out that we have not yet taken a final vote on this Convention. We have merely accepted
at first reading a draft which will not be finally adopted until a definitive text is submitted
by the Drafting Committee in agreement with the Rapporteur. Only then shall we pronounce
upon the text to be submitted to the Assembly. It is probable, however, that the
modifications will be insignificant and that we shall finally adopt the texts on which
agreement has just been reached.

We can only take note of the statements made by the four delegates who have just spoken.
I would add that, when I referred to the Council's decision of May 15th last in regard to
signature, I did not mean to suggest that every delegation would be able to sign immediately.
Some signatures are bound to be delayed owing to special circumstances, but we may hope
that in time, and after a more thorough examination of the question, other Governments will
come to realise the worldwide scope of this Convention and will add their signatures to those
which are given immediately.

14. Communications affecting the Working of the League of Nations at Times of Emergency:
Facilities to be granted to Aircraft and Motor Transport.

1. FACILITIES TO BE GRANTED TO AIRCRAFT.

The CHAIRMAN. - The first of these two questions has been referred to us in the
form of a draft resolution drawn up by the Arbitration and Security Committee (document
A.11.1930.VII).

The last Assembly took note of the work done in this connection by the International
Air Navigation Commission.

It requested the Council, as soon as this work had been completed, to ask the Arbitration
and Security Committee to study the measures which would enable aircraft used for transport
of importanc he working of the League of Nations to enjoy in times of emergency facilities
for navigation and passage to permit them to discharge their mission. The Assembly also
requested the Secretary-General and the various Governments to lay down in advance the
rules and routes to be normally followed by aircraft ad any changes in such rules and routes.

The Council communicated the Assembly's resolution to the International Air Navigation
Commission through the Chairman of the Advisory and Technical Committee on Communications
and Transit.

The Council also considered it advisable that the Committee on Arbitration and Security
should take into consideration, not only the conclusions of the International Air Navigation
Commission, but also any observations which the Communications and Transit Committee
might desire to submit.

The Communications and Transit Committee stated that, in its opinion, a rapid and
satisfactory result could be obtained by the adoption of an Assembly resolution laying down
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the general rules to be applied by the Members of the League - with due regard for theobligations devolving upon them - defining what was meant by aircraft used for aircommunications of importance for the working of the League, and finally establishing theprinciples for the immediate opening of negotiations between the Secretary-General and theGovernments.

The draft resolution submitted to this Committee is thus the result of prolonged study,first by the Air Navigation Commission, secondly by the Communications and TransitCommittee, and finally by the Arbitration and Security Committee.
The Transit Committee has also drawn up a similar draft in regard to road communications,which has been transmitted by the Council (document A.39.1930.IX). This recommendationmight also be examined with a view to the framing either of a separate resolution or of theincorporation of this question in the resolution regarding aircraft which is to be submittedto the present Assembly.
We will first examine the resolution relating to aircraft.

Draft Resolution concerning the Regime applicable to Aircraft.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - My delegation has no objection to make to this draft.I should, however, like to make an observation in regard to paragraph 4, which reads:
Aircraft used for communications of importance to the working of the Leaguewithin the meaning of the present resolution are aircraft permanently or temporarilyengaged in conveying League correspondence, League officials or persons entrusted bythe League with a special mission, or in conveying delegations accredited to the Leagueor their correspondence. "

This paragraph refers to persons in the permanent or temporary service of the Leaguewho are sent from Geneva to some other place, and also to delegations accredited to the Leaguewho are presumably proceeding to Geneva.
I understand that this paragraph also covers the members of the League's permanentCommissions and Committees, such as the Mandates Commission, the Economic Committee,the Communications and Transit Committee, etc. Such persons cannot be described as Leagueofficials or members of delegations.
If everybody agrees that such persons are also covered, this might be mentioned in thereport, and I should then be quite satisfied with the proposed text.

The CHAIRMAN. - The text should certainly be understood in the sense indicated byM. van Eysinga. I think a mention in the report should suffice to remove all doubts on thispoint.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). I regret that my delegation has not been able to submit awritten text of its amendments. We have not had sufficient time so to do.
Generally speaking, the Swiss delegation is completely in agreement with the substanceof the draft resolution. We fully approve the principle of the draft, which appears to us tobe essential - namely, that aircraft used for the working of the League in times of emergencyshould enjoy the widest possible facilities, so far, of course, as the requirements of nationalsafety permit.
The Secretary-General of the Communications and Transit Committee has already toldme that this was the general meaning of the draft resolution. The few observations I have-to make do not apply to the general principles of the draft, but are merely intended to makethe wording clearer and more precise.
With reference to paragraph 4, I agree with M. van Eysinga. This is not the only placein which reference is made to delegations to the League. They are also mentioned inthe agreements relating to the wireless station, in the draft resolution concerning motortransport, etc. It seems to me desirable to adopt the same wording for all these texts.I should like to submit my other observations when the various paragraphs to whichthey relate are examined.

The various paragraphs of the draft resolution concerning the regime applicable to aircraftwere read (document A.11.1930.VII, pages 23 and 24).

Preamble.
The preamble was adopted.

Paragraph 1.

" It is necessary that the Members of the League, in order to discharge this obligation,should grant to aircraft used for air communications of importance for the working ofthe League all facilities for navigation and passage to enable them to discharge theirmissions. Such aircraft should enjoy all the rights granted by existing internationalconventions to Government aircraft other than military, Customs or police aircraft, and
should at no time be subject to any exceptional and temporary restrictions that mightbe imposed on air navigation. "
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M. GORGE (Switzerland). - I have two observations to make. The first refers to the second
part of the paragraph which deals with the rights granted by existing international Conventions
to Government aircraft other than military, Customs or police aircraft, etc.

This wording does not provide for cases in which these various international Conventions
conflict with each other. Aircraft belonging to different countries and consequently subject
to different regimes according to their nationality might be employed by the League on the same
mission. Should we not provide for this case and say, for instance, that where there is a conflict
between these international Conventions most-favoured-nation treatment shall be applied ?

M Haas, Secretary-General of the Transit Committee, has informed me that this was the
intention of the authors of paragraph 1. I do not ask for an amendment of the proposed
wording, but mention might perhaps be made of this interpretation in the report so that
Governments may know exactly what is the position.

My second observation refers to the last part of the first paragraph and in particular to
the words : " should at no time be subject to any exceptional and temporary restrictions that
might be imposed on air navigation ".

This text does not seem to me to be very clear; it even appears to conflict to some extent
with paragraph 9, which states that " Each State shall retain the right to prohibit the whole
or part of its territory being crossed. . . when such prohibition appears necessary for
reasons of national safety."

We consider that the right recognised in paragraph 9 should have priority over the obligation
of States not to subject aircraft to any exceptional and temporary restrictions, as laid down
in paragraph 1. This text might perhaps be referred to the Drafting Committee, and I would
suggest the following formula: paragraph 1 to end with the words: "should at no time be
subject to any exceptional and temporary restrictions that might be imposed on air navigation,
except as otherwise provided in paragraph 9 hereunder ".

This would show that there is no contradiction between the reservations contained in
paragraph 1 and the fundamental principle laid down in paragraph 9.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). - As far as I can remember,
the intention of the authors of this text was exactly what has been said by M. Gorge: as regards
the first point, since paragraph 1 was not intended to form part of a convention but to lay down
guiding principles for a whole series of agreements to be concluded or negotiations to be instituted
between the Secretary-General and the Governments, it was stated purely and simply, without
going into details and providing for the case of conflicts between conventions: "all the rights
granted by existing international Conventions ".

The possibility of differential treatment as between the Members of the League or as
between different aircraft was not contemplated. The text might read: " all the rights granted
by the most favourable conventional regime ". The present text was left because the majority
of existing Conventions actually provide for the same treatment; that might not be the case,
however, in future. I think we could give satisfaction to M. Gorge by a simple modification
of the text which would make it more precise. We might say, therefore : " all the rights granted
by the most favourable conventional regime "

The Swiss delegate's second observation referred to the words : "should at no time be
subject to any exceptional and temporary restrictions that might be imposed on air navigation ".
It is understood that this clause is subject to the provisions of Article 9, which are of great
importance. This was not explicitly stated, although the matter was discussed, because it was
thought that, as these paragraphs were to form part of a single Assembly resolution, it was
obvious that they were all of equal value and that no paragraph should be taken by itself.

Nevertheless, for the sake of clearness, I think it might be advisable to give in the first
paragraph a clear idea of the position as between the rights granted to aircraft in the service
of the League and the requirements of security and to add the words proposed by M. Gorge.

The CHAIRMAN. - I suggest that note should be taken of M. Haas' proposal. The Drafting
Committee will consider whether this is the most appropriate wording in which to express a
principle upon which we are all agreed.

As regards the second point, the Drafting Committee should examine the desirability of
adding the words : "except as otherwise provided in paragraph 9 ", or whether it would not
be sufficient to mention in the report the connection between paragraphs 1 and 9.

Paragraph 1 was adopted subject to this reservation.

Paragraph 2.

" The conditions on which the various Governments will grant the facilities mentioned
in the previous paragraph shall be laid down in advance by each of the Governments
concerned after consulting the Secretary-General of the League. In particular, the rules
and routes to be normally followed by aircraft and the procedure contemplated for notifying
the Secretary-General without delay of any changes in such rules and routes should be
fixed in advance."

.Paragraph 2 was adopted. .
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Paragraph 3.

"Aircraft used for communications of importance to the working of the League shall
enjoy all facilities in regard both to supervision and to the routes to be followed."

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - Switzerland, which is not represented on the Arbitration and
Security Committee, has so far not had an opportunity of asking for explanations in regard to
this paragraph. We agree with the substance, but for reasons of national security we think it
should be mentioned in the report that the facilities in regard to supervision should not affect
the absolute right of a State to require an aircraft which is flying over its territory to land for
purposes of control. It is understood that, in practice, a Government would not ask an aircraft
to land twice during the same flight. This is an important point, but I think that it would be
sufficient to mention it clearly in the report.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). There was certainly no
intention of excluding the possibility of supervision being exercised by requiring an aircraft
to land. All these questions of detail are covered by the words in paragraph 2: " In particular
the rules and routes to be normally followed should be fixed in advance . . .

The manner in which the most favourable treatment possible is to be granted by
Governments and the cases in which exceptions will have to be made to these rules will be
examined during the negotiations with Governments.

The question of requiring an aircraft to land for the purpose of supervision is one which
will be dealt with during the negotiations, and I can assure M. Gorge that there is no country
which does not implicitly reserve the right to take this action if it has any doubt as to the
identity of an aircraft or considers that the aircraft should be required to land for purposes
of control.

The CHAIRMAN. - If these explanations satisfy M. Gorge, I think it would be sufficient for
this point to be mentioned in the report.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - This is what I suggested.

Paragraph 3 was adopted, subject to this reservation.

Paragraph 4.

"Aircraft used for communications of importance to the working of the League
within the meaning of the present resolution are aircraft permanently or temporarily
engaged in conveying League correspondence, League officials or persons entrusted by the
League with a special mission, or in conveying delegations accredited to the League or
their correspondence."

The CHAIRMAN. - Two observations have been made in regard to this paragraph, one by
M. van Eysinga and the other by M. Gorge. I think we are agreed that the Drafting Committee
should be asked to examine the possibility of framing an improved text and that in any case
the interpretation on which we are all agreed should be mentioned in the report.

Paragraph 4 was adopted, subject to this reservation.

Paragraph 5.

"The Secretary-General shall keep a list of the aircraft referred to in the foregoing
article; he shall communicate this list to all the States Members of the League of Nations,
with any modifications which may occur in this list.

" In urgent cases these communications would be telegraphed to the States concerned."

Adopted.

Paragraph 6.

"All detailed regulations regarding conditions of registration, communication of
entries and cancellation of entries, identification marks on aircraft showing that they are
on the service of the League, certificates and licences for the crew and other documents
generally laid down by international conventions shall be laid down by the Council of the
League of Nations after consulting the competent bodies. The same shall apply, in cases
in which the Council recognises this to be necessary, in regard to all provisions relating
to aircraft assigned to the exclusive service of the League and not registered in any State."

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - I have two observations to submit in regard to this paragraph.
In the first place, I do not think it was the intention of the authors to confer upon the

Council, in regard to air navigation, powers which are usually left to Governments by common
air law.
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These powers principally relate to the question of identification marks for aircraft,
certificates and licences. It is true that, at the end of the sentence, it is stated that the detailed
regulations on this matter will be laid down by the League Council " after consulting the
competent bodies ". I think that, in order to remove any doubts on the subject, it might be
desirable to add, for instance, the following words: ". . it being understood that
certificates of airworthiness, certificates and licences for the crew, and other documents generally
required, shall be issued and made valid by a State in accordance with its legislation ".

If the Commission agrees on the principle, this question might be referred to the Drafting
Committee.

I now come to my second observation: the Swiss delegation proposes that the words
"and not registered in any State " at the end of paragraph 6 should be deleted.

As you are aware, the question of the registration of aircraft is a very delicate matter.
This is a problem to which the Communications and Transit Committee should give serious
attention. My delegation is of opinion that it would have been better not to prejudge this
question. The present wording appears to imply that there may one day be aircraft which
are not registered in any State. We consider that it would be better not to raise this question.
We do not think, however, that the omission which we propose would alter the text before us.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I cannot help thinking that it is a
little unfortunate that these very technical matters were not raised before the Technical
Committee. It is difficult for a Committee of this kind to form an adequate opinion on such
purely technical questions.

The CHAIRMAN. - I would like to point out that this text has already passed through
three stages and has been examined by two technical Committees. If the point to which
M. Gorge has drawn attention is likely to constitute an important difficulty, one of the League's
technical organs should be consulted. M. Haas could tell us at once whether, at first sight,
he thinks it is necessary for this point to be examined. If so, the Committee might decide
to refer this question to the Communications and Transit Committee.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). - As regards the documents
and certificates for the crew which M. Gorge suggests should be issued or made valid by a
State, in order, I presume, that there may be complete technical security, I would say that
this was precisely what was recommended by the International Air Navigation Commission.
It was not considered desirable to mention all these details in the text but it was understood
that, at, all events at the present stage, when the League Secretariat is not in a position to
exercise technical control, this should be left to States.

There should not be any real difficulty, therefore, in regard to the matter, as it was included
in the proposals of the technical organ first consulted, and I think that this question could
be referred to the Drafting Committee.

Secondly, the Swiss delegation has proposed that the words " not registered in any State"
should be omitted.

This omission would enfeeble the whole resolution, which was drawn up very carefully
after exhaustive discussion, so as not to prejudge in any way the status of aircraft in the exclusive
service of the League. I think it would be dangerous to make any changes in the equilibrium
realised.

Moreover, even if the request of the Swiss delegation were granted, this would not mean that
the problem would be eliminated. It was necessary to mention the possibility of this question
of aircraft not registered in any State having to be dealt with by the Council, because the
registration of aircraft is a very different matter from the registration of motor-cars.

I would earnestly request M. Gorge not to re-open this question, because I am afraid
that this would mean further discussion of the whole substance of the question, which was
dealt with by the Arbitration and Security Committee.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - I had asked to speak before hearing M. Haas' explanations and
I proposed to make a similar reply to M. Gorge, although I could not have done it so well as
M. Haas. If I remember rightly, this text was the outcome of a long technical, political
and legal discussion. If it is to be altered now, this will mean going into the substance of the
question again.

I would therefore urge M. Gorge to be good enough to withdraw his amendment, especially
as he has all the safeguards he requires in paragraph 11, which leaves the question open.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - It is certainly not my intention to hold up this part of the
draft resolution. As, however, I have received precise instructions on the matter, I should
be glad if, in a spirit of compromise, mention could be made of my observation and of the
replies given.

In reply to Lord Cecil, I would say that Switzerland has had no opportunity before the
present session of officially formulating its objections to this text. We have a representative
on the Communications and Transit Committee, but he does not receive instructions from the
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Swiss Government. We have no representative on the Arbitration and Security Committee,
so that this is the first time that Switzerland has had an opportunity to give its opinion on
this text.

The CHAIRMAN. - With reference to the first point, which relates to the powers of the
Council, after consulting the competent organs, M. Haas has agreed with M. Gorge that the
text can be supplemented. We might ask the Drafting Committee to find a suitable formula.

As regards M. Gorge's second proposal, to delete the words " which are not registered
in any State ", I think it would be sufficient for the Swiss delegate's observations to be mentioned
in the report. The text would remain unchanged.

Paragraph 6 was adopted with this reservation.

Paragraph 7.

"Should aircraft used for communications of importance to the working of the League
be required to fly over a State, the Secretary-General of the League will give that State
due notice by suitable means of the identification marks of the aircraft, of the route to be
taken and of the composition of the crew, and, whenever possible, will communicate in
advance the names of the persons on board-the crew and the passengers to be provided
with documents certifying their status and mission."

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - I am prepared to accept this paragraph in its present form
if it is understood that the words " the Secretary-General of the League will give that State
due notice by suitable means " signify that the Secretary-General will in every case give " notice
of marks ", etc., unless this is impossible owing to force majeure.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). - This is obviously the
meaning of this provision. I would point out to M. Gorge that, as regards identification marks,
the route to be taken and the composition of the crew, the text states that this information
will be given by the Secretary-General.

As regards the identity of the passengers and crew, the text states that "and, whenever
possible, will communicate in advance ...

It is clear that, in the first case, this is an obligation, and that due notice is to be given
by suitable means.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - I am satisfied with the explanation given by M. Haas and
would merely ask that mention should be made in the report of the observations exchanged.

Paragraph 7 was adopted subject to this reservation.

Paragraphs 8 to 11.

8. " In the event of the aircraft mentioned above being in difficulties, the States
whose territory is crossed will assist the crew and persons on board, if possible, to complete
the journey by air, and in any case to carry out their mission as quickly as possible."

9. " Each State shall retain the right to prohibit the whole or part of its territory
being crossed by aircraft registered in another State or manned by a crew of foreign
nationality, when such prohibition appears necessary for reasons of national safety. In
such case the State in question should do everything to ensure the transfer of the passengers
as quickly as possible to an aerodrome or frontier point and the continuation of air transport
under conditions to be determined by the negotiations referred to below."

10. "With a view to the application of the foregoing provisions, the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations will immediately undertake the negotiations which
may be necessary with the Governments of the States Members of the League, and will
report to the next Assembly on the steps taken to ensure the execution of this resolution."

11. "The present resolution should not be regarded as in any way prejudging the
question of the advisability of the League of Nations having aircraft of its own at its
disposal."

Paragraphs 8, 9, 10 and 11 were adopted.

Appointment of a Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. - I propose that a Drafting Committee should be appointed, consisting
of M. GOPPERT, M. MASSIGLI, M. SOKAL and M. GORGE, to assist M. Lange, our Rapporteur.

Agreed.
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General Observations.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I should like to know the Committee's opinion on this point.
The last paragraph of the introduction states that the adoption of the draft resolution

will not preclude subsequent codification. Would it not be advisable to mention in the report
the necessity for speeding up the work of codification which is now in progress ? It would
be a very heavy task for the Secretary-General to enter into negotiations with fifty-five countries,
and it might be simpler, and in any case more satisfactory in the long run, for these various
provisions to be codified. The meaning of the draft resolution and of its introduction is that it
is necessary to advance as quickly as possible, and that negotiations with the various
Governments might progress more rapidly than the work of codification.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Committee will doubtless agree with M. Lange that reference
should be made in the report to the advisability of codification.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - In the text before us, certain obligations are
imposed on States, just as though this were a convention, whereas it is merely an Assembly
resolution, which cannot bind States.

Article 8 provides that " a State whose territory is crossed will assist the crew ", and
Article 9 that "the State should do everything ".

On the other hand, in the corresponding recommendation in regard to motor transport,
Governments " are requested ". The text of the resolution should be modified accordingly;
as I was concerned in drawing up the text, I am partly responsible for this error.

The CHAIRMAN. - Note will be taken of this observation.

2. FACILITIES TO BE GRANTED TO MOTOR TRANSPORT.

The CHAIRMAN. The Advisory and Technical Committee recommends five measures.

Paragraph 1.

" Motor vehicles effecting transport of importance to the League of Nations in times
of emergency - that is to say, used to convey agents or correspondence of the League
or delegations of the League or their correspondence - shall bear a distinctive identification
mark : either a plate marked " S. d. N." or a flag. The driver and the persons conveyed
must be in possession of official documents indicating their status and mission and signed
by or on behalf of the Secretary-General of the League, or by or on behalf of a Minister
for Foreign Affairs. The driver shall also be provided with a document indicating
the destination of the vehicle and the proposed route."

The CHAIRMAN. - M. van Eysinga's observation in regard to delegations applies to this
case also and should be borne in mind by the Drafting Committee.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I do not quite understand what a Minister for
Foreign Affairs has to do with the case considered in this article.

The CHAIRMAN. - The reference is to identity documents certifying the status and mission
of the delegates.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - If the transport takes place in the country in
which the document is issued, the latter need not necessarily be signed by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs ; if the transport takes place in a foreign country, I can understand the document
being signed by the Secretary-General of the League, but I do not see what authority a document
signed by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of another country would have.

The CHAIRMAN. - Transport may take place in two ways: from Geneva to another country
-in which case identity documents will be furnished by -the Secretary-General or his deputy,
certifying the mission of the delegates or from another country to Geneva, in which case the
identity documents will be furnished by some Minister; if the term " by a Minister for Foreign
Affairs " is too narrow, we might say " by the competent authority ".

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I should like the Drafting Committee to make
it clear that the essential document is the one furnished by the League. It seems to me rather
a peculiar thing to say that, in the absence of a document issued by the Secretariat, one is
to be given by a Ministry.

M. LANGE (Norway). - The general heading of the draft includes the words " in times
of emergency ", which are also found in the draft concerning aircraft. In the case with which
we are dealing, however, I do not think that there is necessarily an emergency, if one is considering
the delegations referred to by M. van Eysinga, who mentioned the Mandates Commission
and the Economic Committee. It would hardly be possible for them to meet in times of
emergency.

Since the aim is to ensure the working of the League, I do not think that there is any
objection to this rule being extended to normal times. In any case, I should like to draw
the Committee's attention to this point.
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M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). From the very special
point of view envisaged in this resolution - namely, that of communications - there is an
emergency whenever, owing to the general situation, normal rules are no longer sufficient
to ensure communications. The proposed provisions will not need to be applied in normal
times. A " time of emergency " occurs when, owing to a political situation, Governments
are obliged to adopt measures modifying the normal rules for traffic. It is necessary at such
times to ensure the working of the League and of all its organs. It is difficult to say in advance
that the Council will not need to consult such-and-such an organ within a certain time ; moreover,
there is no need for motor vehicles to bear special identification marks in normal times. This
would not simplify matters, but would make them more complicated.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I thank M. Haas for his explanation and will not press my proposal.
M. GORGE (Switzerland). - The Swiss delegation accepts the resolution as a whole and

we are prepared to accord the widest possible facilities to motor vehicles effecting transport
of importance to the League in times of emergency, subject, however, to the general reservation,
which you will all understand, that the facilities granted by us do not constitute an infringement
of the Swiss regime of neutrality, as laid down in the Declaration of London. I should like
this statement to be mentioned in the report.

The CHAIRMAN. - I should like to draw attention to the gravity of this statement. It
could quite well be inserted in the Minutes, but if it were mentioned in the report, this would
signify that it was approved by the Committee. Thus, the Swiss Government, in its own
sovereign judgment of its national interest, might consider that its neutrality was infringed
and interrupt the working of the League. That is certainly not what M. Gorge desires.

Consequently, the reservation which has just been made would have to be very carefully
worded before it could be included in a document intended to serve as an interpretation of
our work. I think that M. Gorge should be satisfied with a reference to his reservation in the
Minutes.

M. GORGE (Switzerland). - I agree to that. I do not wish to start a discussion on
a question of this importance when we are considering a draft resolution in regard to
motor-cars.

M. MASSIGLI (France). - The French delegation desires to associate itself with the
Chairman's observations.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Drafting Committee should define the word " delegation " and the
competent authority, other than the Secretary-General, who is to issue identity documents.

Paragraph 1 was adopted.

Paragraph 2.

" The Secretary-General of the League shall inform by telegram the Government
of the country to be traversed of the place where the frontier is to be crossed and the place
of destination, and will endeavour to indicate the time when the frontier will be crossed
and the names of the driver and the persons conveyed."

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - The Chairman stated that there were two kinds
of transport - transport from Geneva to another country or from another country to Geneva.
I think that both these cases should be provided for in paragraph 2; if a communication can
only be sent by the Secretary-General, this will cause a loss of time; Ministers for Foreign
Affairs should also give this information, and I propose that an addition to this effect should
be made to the text, and I shall be glad if the text could be sent to the Drafting Committee.

M. HAAS (Chief of the Communications and Transit Section). - In the case of aircraft,
the whole responsibility rests with the Secretary-General, but the employment of aircraft
gives rise to questions of security, as regards the countries flown over, which do not apply
in the same degree to motor vehicles. Perhaps it would satisfy M. van Eysinga if it were
provided that there could be direct communications between two Ministers for Foreign Affairs,
but that those communications might be sent through the Secretary-General. This matter
might be discussed by the Drafting Committee.

In the texts as a whole, it has merely been provided that the Secretary-General should
get into touch with Governments as a guarantee that the question is one which concerns the
work of the League. Since motor transport is less rapid than air transport, I think it would
be possible to send telegrams from Geneva ; two would have to be sent in each case, but that
could be done by our station.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). -I am not absolutely convinced, but I will not press
the matter.

Paragraph 2 was adopted.

Paragraph 3.

" The Governments shall be requested to afford all possible facilities for the circulation
of these vehicles by, as far as possible, placing at their disposal an official representative
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of the country with power to facilitate the journey, the final choice of the route to lie
with the authorities of the country traversed."

Paragraph 3 was adopted.

Paragraph 4.

Should the motor vehicle find difficulty in continuing its journey as the result of an
accident or an incident on the road, or should the journey by car begin after the persons
concerned have entered the country by some other means of transport, the Governments
shall be requested to place at th io o the disposal of the missionary a suitable vehicle and the
necessary drivers, this vehicle to be regarded, from the time it is placed at the disposal
of such a mission, as effecting transport of importance to the League of Nations."

The CHAIRMAN. - As the English translation does not altogether conform to the French
text, an amended English text will be submitted, after it has been examined by the Drafting
Committee. We can adoptit in principle.

Paragraph 4 was adopted.

Paragrgaph 5.

"The above-mentioned vehicles must be provided with the regular road traffic
certificates, etc. Governments shall, nevertheless, be requested to allow them free passage
even in the absence of Customs documents."

Paragraph 5 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. - The five proposals put forward by the Advisory and Technical
Committee for Communications and Transit have now been adopted. I would ask the Rapporteur
to be good enough to draw up, in conjunction with the Drafting Committee, a final text in the
form of a Resolution with a Preamble.

(The Committee rose at 6.55 p.m.)

FIFTH MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 22nd, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman : M. POLITIS (Greece).

15. Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War
General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. - The first item on the agenda is the discussion of the preliminary draft
general Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War (document A.11.1930.VII,
pages I to 6).

The origin of the question is briefly this. As the result of a proposal by the German
delegation, the Arbitration and Security Committee examined this question at its second and
third sessions. s the outcome of this examinaions co, a model treaty was drawn up. This treaty
was submitted to the 1928 Assembly for its approval, and the latter considered that States
might be asked to examine to what extent they could conclude treaties on the basis of this model.

Last year, on the proposal of the British delegation, the Assembly instructed the Arbitration
and Security Committee to consider the possibility of converting this model treatyinto a draft
general Convention. At its fourth session, the Arbitration and Security Committee reached the
conclusion that the conversion of the model treaty into a general Convention raised a certain
number of problems of great importance and of an extremely delicate nature.

As regards some of these problems unanimity was reached by the Committee or there was
agreement among the majority of its members. There were, however, other very important
points on which agreement was impossible. Opinions differed considerably as to the more or
less compulsory character of the military measures to be recommended by the Council under
the Convention, the supervision of the execution of those measures and penalties for their
non-execution.

The Committee accordingly drew up a preliminary draft Convention, and for certain
articles, in particular Articles 2, 3 and 3bis, it suggested alternative texts, representing the
two main currents of opinion revealed during the discussion. It should be observed that there
were some members of the Arbitration and Security Committee who did not agree with either
of these texts.

That is the present position of the draft general Convention to strengthen the Means of
preventing War with which the Third Committee is called upon to deal. A certain number of
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amendments have already been submitted and distributed. Those proposed by the German
delegation and by the British delegation are as follows:

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION.

Article 2. - Amend paragraph 1 of the text of proposal B to read as follows:
" If, in the event of a threat of war, the Council, acting in virtue of the provisions

of Article 1I of the Covenant of the League of Nations, recommends :

" (a) That forces having penetrated into the territory of another State or into
a zone demilitarised in virtue of international treaties should be withdrawn;

" (b) That the armed forces of each of the two parties should be kept at a
specified distance from the frontiers of the other party, sufficient to obviate incidents
likely to aggravate the position;

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to conform without delay to these
recommendations, provided that, in the case mentioned in sub-paragraph (b), this does
not involve the abandonment of forts or fortlets which, in normal times, are permanently
held by large detachments."

Add after Article 2 the following new article 

" If, in the case mentioned in the foregoing article, the Council asks the High
Contracting Parties to instruct their armed forces not to engage in or provoke hostilities,
the High Contracting Parties pledge themselves to take for this purpose all the necessary
steps suitable in the circumstances."

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION TO THE AMENDMENTS OF ARTICLE 2,
PROPOSAL B, PUT FORWARD BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION.

" If, in the event of a threat of war, the Council, acting in virtue of the provisions
of Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, recommends the withdrawal of the
forces of one of the High Contracting Parties which has invaded or has threatened to
invade the territory of another State or one of the zones demilitarised in virtue of
international treaties, the High Contracting Parties undertake to comply therewith without
delay. In any such recommendation, the Council may propose the withdrawal of the forces
on each side behind the line to be fixed by the Council. Such line must not, however, be so
fixed as to depriveed the State concerned of the use of essential works of defence."

Other amendments may possibly be submitted during the discussion.
Before examining these amendments in detail, it would be best I think, to have a general

exchange of views on the whole question, so that we may be quite clear as to the position
resulting from the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - I wish to raise a preliminary question. As Chairman of
the Arbitration and Security Committee, I had an opportunity to observe the difficulties to
which this question gives rise. Those difficulties were very considerable, and widely divergent
views were expressed by the various Powers even in regard to questions of principle.

For this reason, I think it would be advisable, with a view to enabling the Third Committee
to arrive at a single text, for the various delegations which expressed opposite views in the
Arbitration and Security Committee to let us know whether they have received further
instructions or whether they desire to maintain those views.

We must face this question squarely and with absolute sincerity, otherwise I fear that we
shall have a lengthy and fruitless discussion.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - Our delegation quite understands M. Benes' point of
view. It might be possible to do what he suggests, but personally I doubt whether any definite
result can be obtained at the present time. This is one of the most important questions with
which the League has to deal-namely, the prevention of war. There was a time when its
discussions chiefly dealt with the suppression of war ; since 1926, however, matters have taken
a different turn and the League is endeavouring to combat war by preventive means.

(From the point of view of the problem as a whole, the essential articles of the draft general
Convention, which is at present drawn up in two columns, plays an extremely important part.
A large number of delegations, especially my own, have rightly emphasised that this Assembly
ought to do its utmost to achieve some result. I have very definite instructions to co-operate
as fully as possible in any efforts made to attain a positive result. Even if it is not possible as
yet to arrive at a Convention ready for signature, we must take one, and if possible two, steps
forward.

Therefore I think that we should first have a general discussion, more especially as the
amendments proposed by the German and British delegations appear to show that their
views are certainly drawing nearer together. They may not be completely reconciled during
this Assembly and we may not be as successful in this case as we shall probably be in the case
of the draft Convention on Financial Assistance. But if we are even able to draw up a single
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column draft, we shall be able to furnish the Arbitration and Security Committee with certain
guiding principles for its work, if the matter has to be referred back to it.

The CHAIRMAN. I agree with M. van Eysinga that an exchange of views may be of
great service. Even if there is no possibility of final agreement upon all points, we can place
on record the present situation, which may have changed since the Arbitration and Security
Committee discussed the matter. In any case, there are delegations present which were not
represented on that Committee and which may wish to state their views.

M. LANGE (Norway). - Norway is one of the countries which has not hitherto been
represented on the Arbitration and Security Committee. My Government expressed its views
on the question in a letter addressed to the League. The Norwegian Government is entirely
in favour of the elaboration of a Convention of this kind, which would form a natural and
effective complement to the provisions of the Covenant.

Owing to its geographical and political situation, Norway has not, perhaps, an immediate
interest in this matter. Our delegation can consequently look at the question from the point
of view of the general interests of the League, and my Government considers that it is most
desirable to try to define the obligations resulting from the Covenant and more particularly
from Article 11. It is most anxious that progress should be made in this direction and is
prepared to give every assistance in its power.

On the other hand, so long as very wide divergencies of view exist between countries
which have an immediate interest in this question, it is more or less impossible for us to define
our attitude.

Could not the Committee consider the possibility of satisfying the national requirements
of each country, and then, if final agreement is not reached, be content with a small measure
of progress? Could not States whose demands are greatest reconsider their attitude and see
whether they could not be content for the moment with what is offered them and, if necessary,
wait for the unlimited future of the League of Nations and the evolution of opinion to obtain
more satisfactory results and more definite provisions ?

My delegation - and this is, I think, the position of many other delegations on this
Committee - can view the question from a detached standpoint, and it would be prepared
to accept any solution which commends itself to the majority of the Committee.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I feel with you, sir, that it is very
important that we should try to clear our minds and see what prospect there is at the present
session of reaching an agreement. I cannot help hoping that we are not so very far from a
agreement now. Let me just remind the Committee of how the matter stands. Under Article 11
of the Covenant, the Council can take any action, in case of a war or threat of war, that may
be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of nations. Evidently no one proposes
to diminish or to modify that power, but it is defective in two respects as everyone knows. In
the first place, there is no obligation expressly imposed on the Members of the League to obey
the action which the Council may recommend. In the second place, with respect to any recom-
mendation which affects directly the territory or the forces of any particular Power, that
Power would have a right to be summoned to the meeting of the Council and it would have
a right to vote. It could therefore vote against any proposal that it disliked and so render it
impossible for the Council to take action under the article. Those are the two dangers. It is
only right to add that neither of those two difficulties or dangers has in fact prevented the
Council from taking action on more than one occasion, with the happiest results, for the
preservation of the peace of the world. Still there are, at any rate in theory, those two
difficulties, and it was to meet them that the Convention was originally put forward. Then,
when we came to discuss it, we were in the presence of a number of different points of view:
some wanted to go very far, some did not want to go so far, and there were gradations of opinion
going all the way down the scale. Ultimately, after a great deal of discussion, we came to two
formulae which represented roughly the dominant opinions in the different parts of the
Committee. The first formula is contained in proposal A and the second in proposal B. Both A
and B are alike in this, that it is agreed that the Council should have power to direct the
withdrawal of any forces which have penetrated into the territory of another or into a neutralised
zone, and that the parties should be bound to obey that direction. Proposal A went further
than that and said, putting it generally, that the Council should have power to direct the
withdrawal of forces behind a particular line, not necessarily the frontier of the territory of the
Power concerned, it might be within its borders. It also proposed that there should be a
considerable power of inspection, and a power of sanction in case the directions were forbidden.
Proposal B rejected these provisions and confined its proposals to a right to direct the withdrawal
of the forces from the territory which had been invaded, and a power of inspection less elaborate
than that of proposal A, but I do not think really very materially different in its effect.
Proposal B also did not accept the conception of sanctions.

That was the idea as we left it last summer. Now the German delegation has come forward
with a compromise proposal. It suuggests - I take the more material part of the suggestion-
that proposal A should be adopted so far as the principle of withdrawal, not only from a
territory invaded, but behind a line is concerned, and it also makes another proposal with which
I will not deal at this moment as I do not think it really adds very much to the substance of
the matter. The British Government has had to consider this matter very carefully. They are
anxious that this Convention should be accepted, and they have been making every effort to
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see how far they can go with regard to meeting the wishes of those who want to go further than
themselves. I think we have been authorised to put forward a very considerable proposal,
because, in the substance of the matter, apart from the question of sanctions, we really go a
very long way towards meeting proposal A. We are prepared to accept, if that is the wish of the
Committee, the general principle that in case of a war, or a threat of war, the Council may direct
the withdrawal of troops which have invaded the territory of another State, or, whether they
have invaded or not, if there is any threat of invasion or likelihood of invasion. The Council
to be entitled to direct the withdrawal of those troops behind a definite line to be fixed. It is
quite true that the British proposal obviously deals with the case of a clash, the frontier incident
that has been the cause of so much trouble in the history of the world, and is with a view to
avoiding that. It does not see how it can propose any equivalent provision with regard to the
sea, because there is not the same danger of a clash and there are much greater difficulties
about drawing a line, as I explained to the Committee on Arbitration and Security - I need
not elaborate them now - beyond which fleets shall not proceed. But they have made a very
serious effort to meet the views on the other side. I venture to hope that on that basis some
kind of agreement may bereached, and I shall be grateful if those of my colleagues who take
a very strong view on the other side will tell the Committee whether they think that there is
the probability, or the possibility, of our reaching such an agreement. I am rather a believer
in open public discussion of these matters, and, if we can reach an agreement under the conditions
which prevail in the Committee on Arbitration and Security, we ought to be able to reach it
here. Moreover, there are very great difficulties about a reference back to the Committee on
Arbitration and Security, as has been suggested. In the first place, we all hope that the
Preparatory Commission will come to an end in the course of next November. If it does come
to an end, the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which is only a Sub-Committee of the
Preparatory Commission, will also come to an end.

Then, if I am not trenching on too delicate ground, I should like to add this, that I cannot
think that the construction of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, or for the matter of
that the Preparatory Commission, is ideal for dealing with a subject of this kind. It is a very
large Committee and it has the curious property of increasing by three members every year.
Therefore, if there is to be any reference back, I confess that I should prefer to have a reference
back simply to the Council, asking the Council to consider what form of committee will be the
best for this matter to be further considered by. My own impression is that, if we cannot
reach an agreement here - which I still hope we can - it had better go to a much smaller
committee than the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and one which will remain of the
same size from year to year.

Those are the only observations I desire to make, but I should be very grateful if my
colleagues who take a different view on the matter would say whether the olive branch which
we have held out is one they feel able to grasp.

The CHAIRMAN. - The result of the discussion so far shows that there are three points
on which the Committee ought to decide. The first is whether it considers that a Convention
of this kind can serve a useful purpose or not. It is only if we are in agreement with regard
to drawing up such a Convention that there is any use continuing the discussion. The second
point is whether it is possible to reconcile the various views which have been expressed; do
the two amendments proposed by the British and German delegations afford a basis for agreement
and compromise? The third point is that if we cannot agree upon the texts and decide to
postpone the discussion, what is going to be the procedure for carrying the study of the question
farther ?

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand). Mr. Chairman, Lord Cecil has rightly said that
the Council has a right to take " any " action. How is it possible by any resolution of this
Committee to enlarge the power of a Council which has the right to take " any " action?
Directly you define rights you limit them, and if it be admitted that it is quite impossible to
apply the principle of withdrawal to the navy and to the air - and if the withdrawal of troops
is a principle - then it seems to me that the whole of the argument for an alteration falls to
the ground. I believe that the Council is sufficiently empowered by having the right to take
"any " action, and if we have confidence in the Council we should leave it to its judgment
to decide the kind of action that should be taken instead of limiting it.

The CHAIRMAN. - As no delegation has expressed any objection to the principle of a
Convention, I conclude that the Committee considers that such a Convention would serve a
useful purpose and that it should be discussed.

We will now examine the articles which have been drawn up and will see whether the
differences of opinion which arose in the Arbitration and Security Committee remain as they
were, or whether a rapprochement is possible.

ARTICLE 1.

" The High Contracting Parties undertake, in the event of a dispute arising between
them and being brought before the Council of the League of Nations, to accept and apply
the conservatory measures of a non-military nature relating to the substance of the dispute
which the Council, acting in accordance with the powers conferred on it by the Covenant
of the League of Nations, may recommend with a view to preventing the aggravation
of the :dispute." -
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The CHAIRMAN.- Before coming to the controversial Articles 2, 3 and 3bis, we should
ascertain whether we are agreed as to the principle laid down in Article 1. In the Arbitration
and Security Committee, as we learn from Baron Rolin Jaequemyn's report, there was agreement
in regard to the provisional conservatory measures.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). - We are in agreement with Article 1. I should, however,
like to suggest a slight addition which I think is in accordance with M. Rolin Jaequemyns'
report, but which refers to a point not dealt with in the actual Convention. It was unanimously
agreed that it should be left to the Council to fix the duration of the provisional measures.
It is quite obvious that their duration could not be inserted in the Convention. This must
necessarily be left to the Council to determine. But it seems to me that one should say in the
Convention itself that the Council will fix this duration, in view of the fact that, according
to the report, the members of the Arbitration and Security Committee unanimously agreed
that the Council should do so. A provision of this kind is frequently inserted in general arbitration
conventions in which it is stated that the arbitrator or judge shall specify in the award or
judgment the period within which it is to be executed.

I think that stress should also be laid on another point mentioned in the report, which
does not refer to the text of the article itself. Article 1 deals with cases of disputes
which are brought before the League Council. It does not say under what article of the Covenant
they are referred to the Council. That is not necessary, of course. We are all aware that a
question may be brought before the Council under various articles of the Covenant and that,
in practice, matters are submitted sometimes under Article 15 and more often under Article 11.

Supposing a dispute capable of producing a rupture arises between two countries and is
submitted either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal.
Even in this case, the Council may deal with the matter under Article 11, because there is a
threat of war. The Council may intervene in spite of the fact that the dispute is pending before
another tribunal - judicial or arbitral.

In such a case, it would ascertain - in accordance with the third paragraph of the report
whether the conservatory measures laid down by the judges were adequate or not. If they

were, it would not do anything; but if it was of opinion that they were inadequate, it might
prescribe other measures.

On the other hand, the Council, if it has had brought before it a dispute which is already
being dealt with by a judge or an arbitrator under Article 15 of the Covenant, cannot concern
itself in this, as if this happened it must be admitted that two jurisdictions were concerning
themselves at the same time in the same dispute which is contrary to Article 12 of the Covenant.

The sole object of this observation is to draw your attention to the three words in the third
paragraph of the section of the report dealing with Article 1, which I have had the pleasure
of discussing with M. Rolin Jaequemyns, the Rapporteur:

"The Committee's attention was further drawn to the fact that Article 1 might
involve a duplication of powers if the Permanent Court of International Justice, an arbitral
tribunal or a conciliation commission were asked to deal with the dispute and if, under
an existing agreement between the High Contracting Parties concerned, those organs
were empowered to order conservatory measures. The Committee desires to point out,
in this connection, that Article 1 cannot come into play unless the dispute has been referred
to the Council."

I think that the words "the dispute has been referred " in this paragraph can only be
understood to mean that an appeal to safeguard peace has been addressed to the Council under
Article 11. Article 15 cannot be invoked in this case. I merely ask the Committee to take note
of this statement.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - As regards the first observation regarding the duration
of the conservatory measures, this was discussed in the Arbitration and Security Committee,
as stated in M. Rolin Jaequemyns' report. There does not seem to be any objection to the
insertion of a general formula in the text, since, as M. van Eysinga pointed out, the majority
of the members urged that the Council should not be bound or its liberty restricted in any
way in regard to this matter.

The principle that " the Council may fix the duration . . . " might be expressed in
a general formula.

As regards M. van Eysinga's second remark, this is dealt with in the third paragraph
of the report, in which it is made clear that the Council maintains all its rights. The explanation
given by M. van Eysinga is, I think, perfectly correct from a legal point of view.

The CHAIRMAN. - The Committee seems to be agreed on the text submitted to it, and the
observations of the honourable delegate for the Netherlands, which are supported by M. Benes,
do not appear to give rise to any objections of principle. The only question is whether it is
desirable to add something to the text to express this idea, or whether it would not be better,
at all events as regards the second point, to mention these observations in the report.

I would inform you that M. van Eysinga has now drawn up the formula which he wishes
to add to Article 1 and the wording has been approved by M. Benes. It is as follows:

" The Council will fix the duration of the conservatory measures and this duration
shall be prolonged if the circumstances should render it necessary."

If a Convention should be drawn up, this amendment would be referred to the drafting
committee responsible for framing the final text.
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ARTICLE 2.

Proposal A. Proposal B.

"In the cases mentioned in Article 11, " If, in the event of a threat of war, the
paragraph 1, of the Covenant of the League of Council, acting in virtue of the provisions of
Nations, and without prejudice to the appli- Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of
cation of Article 16 of the Covenant, the High Nations, recommends the withdrawal of the
Contracting Parties undertake to comply with forces of one of the High Contracting Parties
the measures which the Council may prescribe having penetrated into the territory of another
with a view to: State or into a zone demilitarised in virtue

(a) The wit l of f s h g of international treaties, the High Contracting
n (a) The winthtdrawalr of forces havng Parties undertake to comply therewith withoutpenetrated into the territory of another delay

State or into a zone demilitarised in virtue Contracting Party also under-" Each High Contracting Party also under-
of international treaties; takes to conform to any other recommendation

" (b) The withdrawal of naval forces which the Council may make to it with a
beyond certain geographical limits which view to reducing the threat of war or to
will be fixed by the Council for this purpose, ending it in so far as it does not consider
the naval forces of the two parties, however, such recommendation incompatible with its
retaining full liberty of movement beyond national security; in such a case, however, it
those limits, and the prohibited zones shall at once inform the Council of the grounds
allowing of the necessary communicationsallowing of the necessary comlmaunications for its refusal to comply with the recommen-
being maintained between the various terri- dation."
tories under the authority of each party;

" (c) The prohibition of military or civil
aircraft of the High Contracting Parties
concerned to fly over frontiers on or near
which the Council shall think fit to take
such measure.

" If, on the frontier concerned, there is no
zone demilitarised in virtue of international
treaties, the High Contracting Parties further
undertake to comply with any other measures
which the Council may prescribe to prevent
contact between the land or air forces, provided
this does not involve the withdrawal of these
forces further back than the exterior limits
of the defence organisations of any kind
existing on the frontiers of the High Contract-
ing Parties concerned at the time when the
Council of the League takes these measures."

The CHAIRMAN. -I would ask the two delegations which have submitted amendments i
to explain their views.

Dr. BREITSCHEID (Germany). - The German delegation hopes that during the present
Assembly we may reach agreement and that definite resolutions may be adopted.

I agree with Lord Cecil that we are really not so far from agreement with one another as
might appear. In any case, I will not at this stage renounce the hope that a positive result
may be achieved by this Committee.

Lord Cecil referred to our amendment, the object of which is to reduc the divergencies
between the two texts, A and B, and thus to facilitate agreement. You have our amendment
before you, and I think a few brief observations will suffice to explain it.

The amendment refers to proposal B. It aims at defining, or rather extending to some
extent, the absolute obligations of the High Contracting Parties. As stated in the report, the
delegations in favour of proposal B expressed the fear that, if the measures which could be
taken by the Council were enumerated, there might be a danger of weakening the general
powers devolving upon the Council under Article 11 of the Covenant. Nevertheless, they propose
that the High Contracting Parties should undertake, on the recommendation of the Council,
to withdraw forces having penetrated into foreign territory or into a demilitarised zone.

We should like to go still further and to stipulate that forces should be kept at a specified
distance from the frontiers, so as to obviate incidents likely to aggravate the position. The
object of our amendment is to preclude any possibility of the guns going off by themselves.

Moreover, in the last paragraph, our proposal expressly states that this does not involve
the abandonment of forts or defence works which in normal times are permanently held by
military detachments.

The British delegation has proposed another formula which is not really very far from
our own. In our view, however, its wording is somewhat vague. We are quite prepared to

For the text of-the amendments, see page 59 above,
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endeavour, in conjunction with the British delegation, to draw up another text to express
with sufficient clearness the idea which, I think, underlies the two amendments.

The German delegation also proposes the insertion of an Article 2bis, to the effect that
the contracting parties shall instruct their armed forces not to engage in or provoke hostilities.

That may appear to many people to be a matter of course : if Governments wish to settle
their disputes by pacific means, they will naturally not wish that settlement to be upset by
the action of the soldiers. Nevertheless, we think it is necessary to insert this provision because,
like all Powers which have taken part in a war, we know to what a great strain the soldiers'
nerves are subject in such situations as we are contemplating and how easy it is for one of the
parties, from an exaggerated desire to secure the advantage or ensure the safety of its own side,
to take military measures which may lead the other party to retaliate, with serious
consequences. What we desire is that Governments should use their influence with the
military chiefs and should particularly impress upon them the necessity of restraining their
men so that, to adapt a well-known expression, arms may not destroy what diplomacy has
sought to repair.

I venture to hope that our suggestions will be taken into consideration either by this
Committee or by some other Committee which may have to discuss them. If, contrary to my
hope, we are obliged to postpone the draft for further examination by some other body, it is
not perhaps necessarily the Committee on Arbitration and Security. It is perhaps better not
to say what Committee. The Assembly might leave it to the Council to select the organ which
is to continue the examination of the draft.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - There is not really very much for
me to add to what I have already said. I agree with the German delegation that in point of
fact there is extremely little difference between the German amendment and the British
amendment, at any rate in design. Perhaps the most useful thing that I can do is to point
out the very few differences which actually exist. I do not need to argue again the general
purpose of the amendment, because Dr. Breitscheid has already stated it himself.

In the first sentence of the amendment, the only difference is the use of the word "invaded"
rather than the use of the word '" penetrated ". That is a very technical matter, but I am
advised that in English at any rate it would be clearer, more definite and lead to less
misunderstanding if you used the word "invaded " rather than the word "penetrated ".
It is not a matter on which I propose to detain the Committee.

The other point is that we definitely say that where there is a threat to invade - which
is, of course, the case which we have to consider - then the Council may definitely fix a line
- I do not think that that particular word is found in the German amendment - behind
which the forces are to withdraw. For the purpose of definition and clearness, I think that
that is the proper phrase to use. They fix on the map a definite line behind which the forces are
to withdraw. It is not a general phrase saying that they are to withdraw sufficiently far to
avoid danger.

The other point is as to the forts. The German phrase may be unduly restricted and
there may be cases where, in a mountainous frontier, for instance, it is really important not to
withdraw behind definite portions of the mountainous frontier, as, if you do that, you abandon
a very important means of defence. I think that the mere words " forts or fortlets " are not
quite sufficient. It is better to use the phrase " essential works of defence ". I believe that
any experts, who have experience of an actual frontier lying in or along mountainous country,
will agree with me that some such phrase as that is essential if you are to secure agreement
in times of very urgent danger, such as it is hoped to secure in this case. I could give instances,
but I do not think that it is worth while to do so. Those are the only differences of which
I am aware in the first German amendment.

With regard to the second German amendment, the German delegation was good enough
to show it to me and I have considered it very carefully. I cannot say that I have any very
grave objection, but I confess that, on the whole, I would rather not see it inserted into the
Convention. If it means merely that the Council may recommend the Governments on each
side to give orders to their forces not to attack one another, it seems to me to be scarcely worth
while putting that into the Convention. It is the first order which under present circumstances
the Council makes in every case, and it is an order with which quite clearly any honest
Member of the League is bound to comply. I doubt whether it is worth while putting it in.
Coming to the actual wording of the amendment, I confess that I am a little alarmed at the
use of the words " not to engage in or provoke hostilities ". I think that it is a little difficult
to be quite sure what you mean by " provoking hostilities ". Supposing, for instance, that
there is danger and an acute stage of tension between two countries, it might be held that
any movement behind the frontier by one of the countries was a provocation to the other
country, and in some cases it would be a provocation. I think that it would be going too far
to put in an absolute obligation for each country to conform in the arrangements of its troops
to any order which the Council might give. I think that that might cause difficulty where
we want to avoid difficulty. Therefore, on the balance, although I have no great objection
to it, I would rather not see that amendment in. There is one other reason - namely, that
I am very anxious in anything which we do not to give the impression that we are dividing
the orders of the Council into two categories, one which may be obeyed, and one which need
not be obeyed. You cannot help doing that to some extent. If you confine it to very definite
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propositions like an order to withdraw behind a definite line, that may not do any harm.
When you get beyond that, you seem to me to be in danger of singling out particular directions
which the Council may give and giving them special importance, which I do not wish to do.
On the contrary, I think that the proper line of advance is to say that it is the duty of a good
Member of the League to obey any direction which the Council may give in times of danger,
subject only to one consideration - which I think that acquaintance with human nature
must make- that you cannot expect anyone to do something which will actually endanger
the safety of his country. Therefore, I prefer the phrase that we have suggested for the second
part of Article 2 - namely, that each country is bound to obey the orders of the Council
subject only to that condition.

For those reasons, I slightly prefer the drafting of my amendment to that of the German
amendment. Perhaps, the best plan would be to ask whether, at any rate as regards the
first part, there was a prospect of agreement, and then we could leave it to a drafting committee
to settle the exact wording by which that agreement could be stated.

M. MARCEL HERAUD (France). - This is the first time that I have had the honour to
address the Third Committee and I am very glad to see that it has unanimously agreed upon
the necessity of framing a general Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War.
I was also gratified to hear Lord Cecil and M. Breitscheid state that our views were no longer
so divergent. I think that by defining the traditional attitude of the French Government
to this question and indicating the points which we find it difficult to accept in the texts of
proposal B, even as amended by the British and German delegations, I shall be furthering
this rapprochement.

Later on, I shall have something to say about Articles 3 and 3bis, the importance of which
has been generally recognised, but I should like to point out, in the first instance, that
proposal B provides for preventive measures only in a very small number of cases.

In the first place, proposal B refers solely to measures applicable in the case of a threat
of land warfare. Although naval warfare is usually carried on outside land frontiers, it is still
war, and any general convention should cover all forms of war, so as to prevent them all.
The same applies to aerial warfare, which experts tell us is to be the future form of warfare,
and which should not be left out of the Convention we desire to sign. Both naval and aerial
warfare lead to the same tragic consequences, and provision should also be made for them.
Unless the preventive measures are sufficient to prevent war of any kind, we shall be leaving
the door open for war.

Without going into a detailed discussion of the amendments referring to the withdrawal
of troops to a certain distance from the frontier or from demilitarised zones, in regard to
which I think it should be possible to find a wording satisfactory to us all, I should like to
point out that it would be difficult to authorise the Council arbitrarily to fix an ideal line to
the rear of which the troops must be withdrawn, even if certain defence works were excluded,

The defence of frontiers does not merely depend on pre-established works, but on the
nature of the ground and on the rapid construction of field fortifications. The security of
each country requires that in this respect the terms of the Convention should be sufficiently
elastic to avoid any interference with the measures which may legally be taken by each country
for the defence of its own territory.

I shall have more to say on all these points in due course: however, in order to shorten
the discussion, I should like to ask the supporters of proposal B whether, in order to ensure
the execution of the preventive measures which they are prepared to accept, they would
agree to the supervision of those measures and, should one of the parties refuse to comply
with the recommendations, to the application of sanctions.

My Government has always believed that no measures of this sort can be effective unless
it is possible to supervise their execution and unless the party which wilfully neglects to
comply with its obligations knows that it will be declared the aggressor and will be treated
as such.

You may ask why? As M. Briand explained to the Assembly, any other system would
be placing a premium on bad faith, because if the country acting in good faith executed the
measures recommended by the Council without delay, while its opponent continued to act
contrary to these recommendations it would soon become impossible for the country which
had acted in good faith to hold out; by complying with the measures prescribed it would
give its opponent a completely unjustifiable advantage. I do not think that anyone would
wish to place a country in a more difficult position because it had respected its obligations.

Consequently, those who are in favour of proposal A consider that they can accept these
preventive measures on condition that provision is made for their supervision, and if they
know that penalties are to be imposed for non-compliance with those measures they will have
no hesitation in accepting supervision. Not only do they agree to submit to it, but they desire
provision to be made for it in advance, although they know that they will have to sacrifice
that pride of internal sovereignty which States usually defend so jealously in times of emergency.

In supporting proposal A the French Government thus gives proof of its sincere desire to
put an end to all possibility of war. As M. Briand said a few days ago, so long as he is where
he is, there will be no war, and I repeat those words on behalf of the generation which went
through the war, which suffered directly from it, and which condemned it'even while fighting.

5
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So long as there is a single man in the Government of my country who went through the war,
there will be no war of aggression, no war of conquest, no war of prestige. But if ever peace
threatens to be disturbed outside our frontiers, why should each one of us be refused the means
of averting this menace and avoiding hostilities without the necessity for recourse to the strictly
defensive measures which each is entitled to take ?

I am perfectly convinced that the solution of many disputes lies in our own hands and
that, if they are to be effective, all preventive measures must be accompanied by supervision
and penalties. It would therefore be difficult for my Government to accept Article 2 in any
form unless the principles laid down in Articles 3 and 3bis are adopted.

I can quite understand that public opinion in some other countries is not so well prepared
to accept these principles as it is in our own, but we have come here to make progress in our
ideas and what is impossible to-day will be possible to-morrow. Moreover, what I have said
here has already been said before me by more eminent speakers. I am merely the faithful
interpreter of public opinion in my country, no matter what Government may be in power.
Our desire for peace is so great that we are prepared to tie our hands and to give up to the
Council a part of the traditional liberty of which nations have hitherto been so jealous. The
least we can expect is that the conventions we sign should grant us the security necessary
for our existence and which we wish every country to enjoy.

Sir Robert BORDEN (Canada). - Mr. Chairman, as I have understood, the purpose of this
Convention is preventive, not punitive. It seems, as I understand it, designed as a step towards
a complete structure for the pacific settlement of disputes. First, there is the prohibition
of war; next, the submission of all disputes to some form of pacific procedure; and now an
agreement that no action will be taken while the Council is endeavouring to settle a dispute
which would prejudice the issue, or, if the parties have taken such action, they will follow
the recommendations of the Council designed to restore the status quo. As far as this is concerned,
I am sure my country would be heartily in accord. She would be prepared to undertake, so
far as she is concerned, not to take prejudicial action during the Council's mediatory action,
and she would rejoice indeed to see other Members of the League give similar undertakings.
But I am not enthusiastic, and I do not think my country ever has been enthusiastic, to increase
the measure of sanctions. If I have a right conception of the value of the League of Nations
to the world, its significance rests on something that transcends any effort to provide sanctions;
so I would not be prepared, so far. as Canada is concerned, to give assent to proposal A or to
the proposals which accompany it. On the other hand, I do not see that there is any ground
for criticism of proposal B, although even so far as that is concerned I should find it necessary
to reserve the right of the new Administration, which has just come into power in Canada, to
consider carefully the effect of that proposal. In short, Mr. Chairman, I do not think that
Canada would desire to become subject to any contractual or moral obligation not already set
forth in the existing Covenant to undertake the enforcement of sanctions. Therefore, so
far as the extension of sanctions is proposed in this Convention or in any other convention.
I am not authorised, nor indeed would I desire, to give my assent to any such proposal.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I am afraid I listened to the speech
of the French delegate with some disappointment. We have made a definite advance towards
the French position. We have conceded in our amendment what seemed to us to be the most
important part of what they demanded - namely, the right to draw a line beyond which
the forces of a country were not to advance, so as to interpose a real interval between the two
forces, and avoid finally and effectively frontier incidents. We have received - I am sorry
to have to point it out - no kind of offer in return for that, no suggestion of any modification
whatever in the original proposal called proposal A. That is not encouraging. I am not
sure - whether it is a wise attitude or not is entirely, of course, for the French delegation
to judge - but, as far as my experience of the League goes, I am not sure that an attitude
of uncompromising resistance is one which generally commends itself to the general body of
the Members of the League. However, that is a matter entirely for the French Government
to consider. What is their - I was going to say ultimatum ? What is their demand ? What
does it consist of ? It says that they will not consider any modification of Article 2 unless
their proposals - because they are entirely their proposals - are accepted in Articles 3 and
3bis. As far as Article 3 is concerned, I have read very carefully the difference between
proposal A and proposal B, and I can find very little difference in principle between the two.
The main quality of proposal B - one to which I confess I attach great importance is that
it leaves the hands of the Council free, much freer, as to the nature of supervision which it shall
suggest. Beyond that I do not really see that there is any great distinction between the two.
It is true that proposal A is much longer, but I do not really think it adds anything material
to what is contained in proposal B. But, of course, 3bis is a totally different affair; that
is proposing an entirely novel sanction, quite different and going far beyond anything that
is now contained in the Covenant of the League of Nations. For instance, take the first
paragraph, which suggests that if there is any violation of measures, whether the violation
involves resort to war or not - whatever the violation, whether it is a considerable one or a
moderate one - the Council may give directions for putting an end to the violation, and all
the High Contracting Parties, all those who sign this Convention, whether they are parties to
the dispute or not, are bound to comply with those recommendations, even if they mean the
movement of their armed forces in any part of the world. That is a tremendous power to give
to the Council, far greater than any power that is conferred by the Covenant of the League of
Nations.
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-As'for the second paragraph, it goes even further; it says that if the Council finds either
party guilty of what they regard as deliberate and persistant violation of the prescribed measures
and if they open or resume hostilities, then the High Contracting Parties are immediately, without
any of their rights under Article 16 of the Covenant to put in force the whole powers of Article 16;
that is to say, in this particular case and in no other the rights of the parties under Article 16
are taken away from them.

It seems to me that both of those provisions go far beyond anything that could possibly
be necessary in this case. Let me point out that really no sanction is required at all. The
conception of the Covenant of the League is this : that no sanctions are to be employed except
against someone who resorts to war in breach of his obligation. That sanction remains, of
course, and if either of the parties resort to war-in breach of its obligation, whether it is or
is not in breach of this Convention, then the sanctions of Article 16 of the Covenant apply.
I think that that is as far as one ought to go. The French delegate referred to the imperious
necessity of saving one's country from defeat or invasion. All that is rightly and amply
secured to it by Article 16 at the present moment. I cannot myself see, if you add to the
stringency of Article 11 by making certain parts of it obligatory in any case on Members of
the League, that that implies any necessity for adding to the sanctions which already exist-
under Article 16. After all, will anyone deny that if you accepted proposal B you would have
done something may be, in the view of some people, not enough - but you would have
done something to strengthen the provisions of Article 11; you would have made them rather
more imperious, rather more effective than they are now. That would clearly be a step towards
peace; it could not possibly be a step towards danger. Therefore, it seems to me that under
those circumstances it would be right, from any point of view, to accept what you can get,
what-general agreement will give you under this Convention, rather than to reject it altogether
because it is impossible to get everything that some delegation may think necessary or
desirable.

I confess that I look with some anxiety on the future of the world at this moment. I
do not feel that the position is altogether safe, altogether fortunate. The note of anxiety which
has run through the-speeches of the Assembly must have given everyone opportunity and
necessity for thought. Surely now is the time to do what we can, to take what measures are
possible,' not to refuse to advance because you cannot get everything that you desire. That
is the way in which advance is rendered impossible and always has been rendered impossible
in the past.

I venture very respectfully to appeal to the French delegation to re-consider its attitude
and see whether it cannot do something to meet the views which I and others have expressed
upon the position.

M. VAN EYSINGA (Netherlands). -I have listened with very great interest to the last
two speeches of the French and British delegates and wish to make some observations.

Of the seven material articles of which the draft Convention consists, apart from the
formal articles, four are given in a single column, while three have texts in two columns. Our
object is to try to get a single column text for these three articles also.

As regards Article 2, we have all seen that our views are drawing notably nearer and I
have not heard anything which makes me despair of reaching agreement.

Perhaps I am too optimistic, but I do not think that it is impossible to arrive at an agreement
in' Article 3.

This may be more difficult in Article 3bis. I do not think, however, that the French
delegation means to say that unless the Committee accepts Articles 3 and 3bis as they stand,
the French delegation will refuse to continue the discussion. The French delegate once again
emphasised the very close connection which exists in his eyes between the three conceptions :
conservatory measures, supervision, and sanctions. But I think he would agree that these
questions must be taken in order. We might first be content with discussing Article 2, because
even if agreement be reached only on that article, this would mean progress and the situation
would be modified, which in its turn might cause certain delegations to modify their views.

I should now like to make some observations concerning the proposed amendments to
Article 2.' 

The Netherlands delegation has noted with interest that the British proposal contains a'
new wording for the second paragraph of Article 2 (proposal A). This wording gives us great
satisfaction. It may not be quite complete as yet, but we can meet on this ground.

The second paragraph of the proposal for Article 2 fills a gap. The British and German
delegations have already agreed that troops should be withdrawn as far as the frontier; but
we cannot allow the opposing forces to remain too near each other, a point on which the two
delegations now agree. A complication arises, however, when on this or that frontier, or quite
close thereto, there are defence works which cannot be abandoned.

This situation may give rise to consequences of two kinds. If there are forts on the frontier
of one country, that is not an inducement to its neighbour to construct forts on the other side ?
That is not in accordance with the ideas which we are defending - namely, disarmament,
security and peace. ' -

The other consequence which might arise is this : supposing there are defence works
near the frontier of one country and not of the other and that the Council orders troops to be
withdrawn to ten kilometres; the country with the defence works will reply that it cannot
abandon them, and in such a case the other country cannot be forced to withdraw its troops,
as this would not be fair.
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Viscount Cecil's proposal seeks to remedy this state of affairs by stating that this line
should not be fixed so as to deprive the State concerned of the use of its essential works of
defence.

We had intended to propose, with a similar object, a slight alteration to the second
paragraph of proposal A, which states: " If on the frontier concerned there is no zone
demilitarised in virtue of international treaties, the High Contracting Parties further undertake
to comply, etc. ", by inserting some such expression as " frontier zones which are particularly
suitable for defence -- such as mountains or water-courses, for instance.

I do not think it is impossible to reconcile these two proposals, which are not very different
from each other. If a drafting committee should be appointed by this Committee, I might
perhaps submit an amendment to this effect.

The French delegate said that there was still a divergence between the British and German
proposals on the one hand and column A of Article 2, inasmuch as the British and German
proposals do not cover aerial or naval warfare.

In this case, again, I think that a rapprochement should not be impossible. Since it is agreed
that land forces should be withdrawn beyond the frontiers, why should not this also cover
air and naval forces ? The territory of a State includes the atmosphere above that State;
this is a principle of common law which is laid down ipsis verbis in Article 1 of the great 1919
Convention on Air Navigation, by which a very large number of the delegations present are
bound. I do not think, therefore, that there should be any difficulty in reaching agreement
in regard to aerial warfare. Similarly, as regards naval warfare, it should be possible perhaps
to prescribe a line which naval forces must not pass. This might be the line of coastal waters.
In view of the long range of present-day guns, this might not satisfy everybody, but it would
in any case be something and would satisfy those who are of opinion that in a general convention
aerial warfare and naval warfare must not be left out of account.

APPOINTMENT OF A SUB-COMMITTEE.

The CHAIRMAN. - I think it is plain that there is no hope of reaching agreement in the
present discussion on questions in regard to which the various points of view are so far apart.

However, before we record our failure or draw up a resolution adjourning discussion of
the question, I think that, as the Committee agreed at the outset that a general convention
would serve a useful purpose, we should make a supreme effort for conciliation. I therefore
propose that a very small committee should be appointed, consisting of M. BREITSCHEID,
Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD, M. MARCEL-HERAUD and myself, to see if there is not some
misunderstanding which might be cleared up and some formula which might reconcile both
points of view. This Committee could meet to-morrow morning. If it is unable to arrive at
a solution leading to agreement on a common text, then we should adjourn the discussion and
leave it to the Assembly to give directions as to how the work is to be carried further. I also
hope that M. VAN EYSINGA will consent to assist this small Committee, and naturally the
Rapporteur will be an ex-officio member, as he forms part by right of all committees and
sub-committees.

The Chairman's proposal was agreed to.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia). - I propose that M. BENE§ should also be invited to
join the Committee.

Agreed.

16. Proposal for the Amendment of Article 18 of the Covenant.l

The CHAIRMAN. - In its resolution of May 13th last, the Council transmitted to the
Assembly the report on the work of the Arbitration and Security Committee embodying the
latter's views on the Peruvian proposal for the amendment of Article 18 of the Covenant.
The Arbitration and Security Committee considered that the question should be held in reserve
because other questions affecting other articles of the Covenant should first be settled. The
Committee of Jurists decided not to propose any amendment of Article 18. It merely stated
that the general principle underlying the Peruvian amendment might be considered later
by the League.

I think the Committee will agree that we should propose to the Assembly that this question
should be postponed and examined at a later session, but that note should be taken of the
work done by the Arbitration and Security Committee and the Committee of Jurists with
a view to the amendment of the League Covenant in order to bring it into harmony with the
Pact of Paris, and in regard to the amendment to Article 18 proposed by the Peruvian delegation.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). - I am quite ready to accept what you
have suggested, Mr. Chairman, but the question is: Is it really worth while adjourning this
matter ? I happened to be present as a member of what you call the Committee of Jurists,
and they were very clear indeed that it would be an entire misconception of Article 18 to ask
the Secretary-General to perform any such functions as are suggested in the Peruvian amendment.
I should have thought that we ought to say quite definitely and boldly that we accept the

See document A.6.1930, Extract No. 2, page 8.
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views of the Committee on Arbitration and Security and the Committee of Jurists. I am
however, quite ready, if you think it better, to adjourn the matter.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). - I agree with Lord Cecil's proposal.
The CHAIRMAN. - I understand the proposal is that, instead of merely adjourning the

consideration of this question, we should place upon record our view that its further examination
would serve no useful purpose at the present time. If the Committee accepts this view, we
will ask the Rapporteur to state in his report that the Committee has taken note of the Minutes
of the Arbitration and Security Committee and of the opinion of the Committee of Jurists
and considers that it is unnecessary at present to continue the examination of this proposal
to ask the Assembly to provide for its further examination.

The Rapporteur will, of course, get into touch with the Peruvian delegation and find
out if the latter has any observations which it would like incorporated in the report.

The proposal, as stated by the Chairman above, was agreed to.

(The Committee rose at 6.25 p.m.)

SIXTH MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 23rd, 1930, at 5 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

17. Convention on Financial Assistance: Text proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. - You have all received the final text of the draft Convention on Financial
Assistance drawn up by the Drafting Committees

The first reading was carried out with so much care that I think it is unnecessary for us
to read the text through again or to vote on the separate articles of the Convention.

Unless anyone desires to make observations on any part of the text, I propose that we
should vote on the Convention as a whole.

As no one has expressed a desire to make any observations, we will proceed to vote, but
I will give an opportunity to those of my colleagues who wish to make declarations in regard
to the Convention.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia). - As regards the amendment submitted by it last week,
the Persian delegation, in accordance with your remarks to the Italian delegate, has had to
await the discussion of its amendment before speaking, and was therefore obliged to refrain
from taking part in the discussion on the last amendment to Article 35.

As this last amendment was adopted at the same time that our own amendment was
rejected, the Persian delegation is bound to maintain its reservation in regard to Article 35.

Nevertheless, the Persian delegation, which was one of the first supporters of the principles
of financial assistance, is prepared to invite the Persian Government to accept Article 35,
although of another opinion, provided that it is right in understanding that the interdependence
between the entry and maintenance in force of the Convention on Financial Assistance and the
entry and maintenance in force of a scheme for the reduction of armaments adopted in
application of Article 8 of the League Covenant in no wise implies for the contracting parties
the recognition of other Conventions, such as the Convention on the Private Manufacture of
Arms, which is in course of preparation, and the 1925 Convention relating to the Trade in Arms
and Implements of War, which it is impossible for Persia to sign or ratify in its present form.

General TANCZOS (Hungary). - The Hungarian delegation regards the draft Convention
on Financial Assistance with the greatest sympathy, but I am not in a position to give any
vote which would commit my Government to signature.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy). - I am prepared to vote for the Convention as a whole, on the
understanding that the reservations which I have already formulated are maintained.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia). - The Persian delegation will vote in favour of the
Convention, subject to the reservations which I have just made.

The CHAIRMAN.-- I am pleased to note that the Convention is unanimously accepted
by those voting, and there are some abstentions.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand). - I wish to abstain from voting.

Sir Robert BORDEN (Canada). - I should like to explain that I could not vote either for
or against the Convention for the following reasons : I am not at all confident that the traditional

1 Note by the Secretariat: The final text of the Convention is printed as an Annex to the Becords of the PlenaryMeetings.
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policy of the late Administration in Canada would have justified me in supporting some Of the
proposals it embodies. On the other hand, the Convention has so worthy and important a
purpose and is surrounded by so many safeguards that I do not feel at all justified in voting
against it. I desire to explain that, having regard to the fact that a new Administration has
recently come into power in Ottawa and that domestic problems of a very urgent character
have greatly occupied its attention, naturally it has had no opportunity of considering the
Convention in its present form. I shall take the earliest opportunity that presents itself to
advise my Government of what has taken place here and, if I should receive authorisatioi to
adhere to the Convention, I shall be glad so to inform the Committee.

The Convention was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. - Before concluding the subject of financial assistance, we shall have
to take cognisance of M. Cobian's report, which will be submitted in two or three days' time.
It will then have to be approved by the Committee.- 

18. Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War
(continuation of the discussion).

The CHAIRMAN.- A small Committee w as set up yesterday to consider to what extent
-the various views could be reconciled. This Committee met this morning, and I think it has
done useful work. I would ask;the Rapporteur to inform us of the result of the meeting.

M. LANGE (Norway), Rapporteur. - As requested by the Chairman, I have the honour
to submit a provisional verbal report, in order that the Committee may be informed without
delay of what was done by the Committee of Seven.

The Committee of Seven met in the Secretariat on the morning of the 23rd, and after
an exhaustive general discussion, in which a conciliatory spirit was shown by all the members,
it reached the following conclusions -

1. The Committee found that the Third Committee had already expressed the
opinion that in principle it would be desirable to convert the model Treaty to strengthen
the Means of preventing War into a general Convention. 

2. The Committee also found that there was unanimity in the Third Committee
as regards Article 1 of the Preliminary Draft General Convention.

3. The Committee considered that the proposed Convention should contain stipula-
tions which would ensure the complete application of Article 11 of the Covenant with
a view to the prevention of war, by rendering obligatory for all the contracting parties
the recommendations of the Council made for the purpose of preventing immediate
contact between opposing forces and the prevention of incidents at a moment when
tension between the States concerned in a dispute had become such that, in the view
of the Council, a threat of war had arisen.

4. The Committee was also of opinion that the Convention should provide for the
supervision of the measures enjoined by the Council in the case mentioned above.

5. Lastly, the Committee considered that, since the draft is limited to the prevention
of war under Article 11 of the Covenant, it should be understood that the question of
the application of Article 16 of the Covenant would remain intact and that the effect
of the proposed Convention would be to facilitate its application.

6. The Committee reached the conclusion that the application of the principles
indicated above would require prolonged and thorough study, because it would be
necessary to solve a number of delicate problems involving technical questions, and that,
in these circumstances, the best course would be to propose to the Assembly that the
Council should be requested to set up a special committee for this purpose and to ask
this Committee to submit its report to the Council before the next session of the Assembly,

The Committee would see that the result was not negative ;the Committee of Seven
had reached the conclusion that the study of this question had reached a certain stage and
that the work should be continued in the hope that a positive and happy result might be
achieved at the next Assembly on the basis of the special committee's work.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden). - I regret to note 'the failure of the efforts of the Committee
of. Seven to settle the questions which have so far remained outstanding.

From the outset, the Swedish delegation has taken a great interest in- the Convention
to strengthen the Means of preventing War, and it hopes that this setback will not
discourage us and that further efforts will be made without any appreciable delay and will
be crowned with success.

In this connection, it might assist matters if the different delegations stated their
respective points of view; this would make it easier to determine the lines on which the future
work should be organised.

I. should be prepared to accept- the text of Article 2, proposal B, drawn up. by. the
Arbitration and Security Committee and amended by the British delegation. On the other
hand, I wish to emphasise that I cannot accept the second paragraph of Article. 2, of.which
the provisions seem to provide a loophole for Governments desirous of evading the
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recommendations of'the Council by allowing them to.invoke reasons of national security. This
provision would increase the uncertainty as to the position, which is already a very delicate
one, and would give rise to uneasiness, which, in my opinion, should be avoided by leaving
it to the Council to judge what recommendations it should make to the parties in any special
case in order to avoid placing either of them in a position of inferiority in relation to the other.

As regards measures of supervision, I am very glad to see that views have come closer
together.

Lastly, I should like to say that it appears to me to be very unsatisfactory to leave outside
the scope of the Convention certain kinds of armaments; the Convention should, I think,
embrace all armed forces, whether land, naval or air.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - Unlike the honourable delegate for Sweden,
I regard the results of the work of our Committee of Seven with particular satisfaction.

.As Rapporteur to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which submitted to the
Assembly a preliminary draft Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, I have
had more opportunities than perhaps anyone else of appreciating the difficulties which had
to be surmounted. It seemed to me that we had already achieved considerable progress
in that Committee and in the discussion in the Drafting Committee by comparison with the
statements in the report put before the Eleventh Assembly by the Committee on Arbitration
and Security.

In the case of some Articles, actually 2 and 3, the Committee had to put two texts side
by side, and, as a whole, the Committee was only able to submit to the Assembly simply a
preliminary draft.

The report of -the Committee on Arbitration and Security also stated that:
" . . . Certain delegations even doubted the desirability of converting the model

-(treaty) into a general Convention.
" As regards some of these problems, the Committee succeeded in reconciling the

various points of view, but in the case of others and, in particular, the problem of the
more or less compulsory character of the military measures recommended by the Council
and that of supervision and sanctions " in other words, control.-" it was unable
to make uniform proposals."

Time was so short that it appeared doubtful whether it was possible to make any further
progress now, and I am gratified to note, after hearing M. Lange's report, that progress has
been achieved.

No formal reservations appear to have been made, and as regards the question of
supervision an agreement in principle appears to have been reached.

There still remains the question of military measures, although there are already certain
indications of a rapprochement on the matter. After taking part in the previous discussions,
however, I did not expect that it would be. possible to reach agreement on this point. I
consider that the result obtained is already satisfactory.

In view of the nature of the progress made, it should, I think, be possible within a certain
time to bring the work to a successful conclusion. I therefore await with interest the draft
resolution to be proposed to the Assembly, the text of which will, I presume, be submitted
to us and in which the Assembly will be requested to invite the Council to appoint or keep
in existence a Committee which would continue to deal with this question, in the hope of
bringing it to completion. I await this draft resolution so as to have the pleasure of voting
for it.-

The CHAIRMAN. -Does any other member of the Committee wish to speak?
I understand that the Committee is prepared to accept the findings of the Drafting

Committee. I would repeat that these findings are that the question is not yet ripe and that
we have, not sufficient time to agree upon a final text for a draft general Convention. The
Third Committee considers that it is desirable for the work to continue and that the Assembly
should be requested to ask the Council to entrust this task to a special Committee.

The findings of the Sub-Committee, as stated by the Chairman, were adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. -We now have to agree upon the terms of a draft resolution to be
submitted to the Assembly.

-. M. LANGE (Norway), Rapporteur. - Here, gentlemen, is the text of. a draft resolution
which, on the suggestion of the Chairman, I have the honour to propose :

" The Assembly,
;]"-'Having considered the preliminary draft general Convention to strengthen the

Means of preventing War, drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Security during
its fourth session held at Geneva in April and May 1930;

" Being aware that the study of the question so far has shown that.the transformation
of the model treaty into a general Convention raises numerous and delicate problems;

" Recognising, however, the degree of progress already made in reconciling the different
points of view in regard to the preparation of the text'of a General Convention :

" Decides that the study of this question should be continued and consequently
requests the Council to appoint a Special Committee to draw up a report in sufficient time
for submission to the twelfth ordinary session of the Assembly."
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The CHAIRMAN. - As this text has not yet been distributed, we might agree to the draft
resolution in principle and wait for its final adoption until the report is submitted to us for
approval.

The Committee agreed to the draft resolution in principle.

19. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference.

The CHAIRMAN. - We have now finished with the first group of questions, subject to the
approval of the reports on each. We now come to the second group of questions on our agenda.
The first deals with the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. As the
President of that Commission is unable to attend the meeting to-day, he has asked me to request
you to be good enough to adjourn the discussion of this question until to-morrow as he desires
to submit certain observations on the present position of the Preparatory Commission's work.

The discussion was adjourned.

20. Private Manufacture of and Publicity in regard to the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition
and of Implements of War.

The CHAIRMAN. As this question is closely connected with the previous question, I
propose that its examination should be postponed until we have dealt with the preceding item.

The examination of this question was postponed.

21. Supervision of the International Trade in Arms, and Ammunition and in Implements of War.

The CHAIRMAN. - I should like briefly to recall the situation in regard to the Supervision
of the Trade in Arms. A Convention was signed in 1925 and, for its entry into force, fourteen
ratifications are required. Up to the present, ten ratifications, some accompanied by
reservations, have been received and also one accession, that of the Republic of Liberia.

At the Council's session in May last, the British Government, desirous of expediting the
entry into force of the 1925 Convention, requested the insertion on the Council's agenda of
the question of convening a conference of signatory States to consider the best means of bringing
the Convention into force. The Italian representative on the Council pointed out that it would
be necessary to bring the Convention on the Trade in Arms into harmony with the Convention
for the Control of the Private Manufacture of and Publicity in regard to State Manufactures,
which is at present under consideration. In view of this, the British representative said that he
was prepared to wait until after the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission and the
Council postponed the examination of the question.

This, then, is the present position, and it is for you to say what instructions have been
given you by your Governments, or whether you agree to adjourn the whole question until
after the next session of the Preparatory Commission.

Baron ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium).-- My Government has instructed me to inform the
Committee that the Belgian Government has submitted the Convention on the International
Trade in Arms to Parliament for ratification. The necessary authorisation was given almost
unanimously by the Chamber of Representatives and it is only due to parliamentary delay that
a similar resolution by the Senate has not yet been passed. There is thus every prospect of
the instrument being ratified by the Belgian Government before the end of the year.

The CHAIRMAN. - I thank Baron Rolin Jaequemyns for his declaration, which gives us
great satisfaction, and we are sure that ratification by the Begian Government will induce other
countries to ratify.

jUnless anyone desires to speak, I think we need only take note of the facts which I have
just put before you. These will be mentioned in the report to be drawn up by M. Matos, our
Rapporteur, on the second group of questions on our agenda.

,The Chairman's proposal was agreed to. I

22. " Statistical Year-Book of the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War":
" Armaments Year-Book "'.

The CHAIRMAN. - The next item is the question of Statistical Information on the Trade
in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War: Armaments Year-Book (document A.6.1930,
Extract No. 2, Section IV of the chapter relating to the Reduction of Armaments, in the Report
on the Work of the League since the tenth session).

IThe latest editions of these publications have been distributed to the Members of the League
under the numbers indicated on page 31 of the report.

Note was taken of this information.

'(The Committee rose at 6 p.m.)
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SEVENTH MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, September 24th, 1930, at 5.0 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

23. Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference (continuation of
the discussion) : (a) Draft Resolution submitted by the German Delegation;
(b) Statement by M. London, Chairman of the Preparatory Commission, on the present
position of the Commission's Work; (c) Draft Resolution submitted by the Rapporteur
(M. Matos).

The CHAIRMAN. - The first item on the agenda is the examination of the work of the
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. The German delegation has sub-
mitted the following draft resolution on this point:

"The Assembly,
", Being earnestly desirous of seeing disarmament, the most important task of the

League of Nations, brought to a successful issue;
"Noting the results of the London Naval Conference;
" Noting, further, that, following upon that Conference, the Preparatory Commission,

which up to the present has not succeeded in achieving any positive result, has been
convened for November 3rd of this year:

" Expresses the hope that the Preparatory Commission will finish its work before the
end of this year,

" And requests the Council to convene the General Disarmament Conference as early
as possible in 1931."

We have asked the President of the Preparatory Commission to make a statement on the
present position of its work.

M. LOUDON (President of the Preparatory Commission). Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. -
When I had the honour of addressing the Third Committee in previous years, I was in a position
to mention the work done during the year by the Preparatory Commission. The position is
rather different this time, since there has been no meeting of the Preparatory Commission
since the spring of 1929. You will remember that at that meeting it drew up, at second reading, a
text concerning chemical warfare, as well as texts in regard to the majority of the questions
relating to effectives and air material. That session of the Preparatory Commission - the sixth
- was suspended because the principal Naval Powers asked for the examination of the methods
of naval disarmament to be adjourned until they had had an opportunity of examining the
American proposals on this matter. Moreover, as I am never tired of stating, agreement on
naval questions is a sine qua non condition of final settlement of the question of the reduction
and limitation of armaments.

A year ago, in the tenth Assembly, the British Prime Minister announced that agreement
was in sight. On the proposal of the Third Committee, the Assembly noted with satisfaction
the prospect of agreement among naval Powers.

These Powers met at the beginning of this year at a Conference in London. After lengthy
and arduous discussions satisfactory results were obtained on many points.

In his letter of April 21st, 1930, the President of the Conference expressed his satisfaction
that in regard to the two methods of limitation, as to which conflicting views had been expressed
in the Preparatory Commission, agreement had been reached, and that, apart from one general
reservation, all the delegations had accepted this common method. This consists in limiting
tonnage by categories, the possibility of transfer from one category to another being allowed
in certain cases.

Mr. MacDonald also informed us that the agreement reached between three of the
contracting parties was in accordance with this method, and that the Conference had unani-
mously agreed to the limitation of the displacement of submarines and the calibre of their
guns. It also drew up rules for the replacement and scrapping of vessels and specified which
vessels were not to be included in the determination of the total tonnage.

Lastly, the Conference succeeded in supplementing the Washington Treaty by limiting
the figures for certain naval forces and regulating the use of submarines in war time.

Thanks to this agreement, which we trust may shortly be extended to all the Powers that
took part in the London Conference, the work of the Preparatory Commission can be resumed.

Material difficulties made it impossible to hold a meeting during the summer and I
accordingly convened the Commission for November 3rd next. Apart from naval questions
which await a solution satisfactory to all the parties concerned, we have to complete, at second
reading, the examination of certain questions relating to effectives and material which have
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remained outstanding and also questions concerning budgetary expenditure, organisation-
that is to say, whether a Permanent Commission is to be set up - and other clauses in the general
provisions of the Draft Convention, such as the exchange and centralisation of information,
derogations, the settlement of disputes relating to the erpretation of the Convention of and
measures to be taken in the event of its violation. The Commission will also have to take note
of the work done at the last session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. The agenda
is therefore a fairly heavy one.

It is not surprising that, in most countries, much impatience has been manifested at the
slow progress of our preparatory work. This impatience shows that the public is interested,
and it is wholesome. At the same time, however, it also denotes how little the public realises
the enormous amount of work and the innumerable difficulties involved in the solution of a
problem which affects the very existence of nations.

I look forward with optimism to the task which awaits us next November, because now
that the whole ground has been prepared and that the Commission has recognised that complete
disarmament can never be realised in this world, now that the Governments have weighed
up all the difficulties inherent in the reduction of armaments by common consent, the atmosphere
has improved. This improvement was clearly indicated at our session in the spring of 1929,
thanks to the initiative of the United States of America. The delegations appear to realise
that it will be impossible to achieve any results if each insists upon the principles for reduction
advocated by it being adopted in full. They accept the fact that if the first stage is to be com-

pleted they must resign themselves, at all events for the moment and however reluctantly,
to making certain mutual concessions in the hope that if they cannot obtain all that they desire
immediately they may be able to do so later.

The two branches of the Preparatory Commission have worked side by side one, which
we may term the main Commission, has studied the methods for the reduction and limitation
of armaments; the other, the Committee on Arbitration and Security, the offshoot of the
former, has considered the means of increasing security between nations. Neither one nor the
other has been concerned with the question whether security comes before, disarmament or
disarmament before security. Their parallel efforts have been directed towards the same object:
the reduction of armaments.

The work of the Preparatory Commission must not be prolonged indefinitely. As President,
I have no hesitation in saying that the Commission is determined to complete its task at the
November meeting, especially as a fresh impulse has been given by the work done in the last
few days in the Third Committee.

The Council will then fix the date for the tGeneral Disarmament Conference - which I
prefer to call the General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments - and
this will be held as soon as possible.

This desire to complete the work has been emphasised in various speeches before the
Assembly. H.E. M. Briand's words have aroused the hope that the final obstacles in the
way of agreement among the principal naval Powers may be removed. I think we can take
it that this is the desire and expectation of the whole Assembly.

The League is conscious that, even if the first step towards the reduction and limitation
of armaments cannot be satisfactory in every respect, it is urgently demanded by the peoples
of all the world, and we cannot delay any longer our response to an appeal which is becoming
more pressing every day; moreover, this is a sacred duty laid down in the Covenant.

M. LANGE (Norway). - I should first of all like to thank the President of the Preparatory
Commission for the impressive statement he has just made to us and also to congratulate him
on having definitely convened the Preparatory Commission for November 3rd next.

We have been waiting for ten years for Article 8 of the Covenant to be carried out both
in the spirit and the letter. It is therefore time for the Preparatory Commission to get on with
its work as quickly as possible. In the resolution adopted by the Assembly last year, the hope
was expressed that this work would be brought to a successful conclusion and that the Commis-
sion would agree upon the conditions under which a final result could be achieved. We
are still waiting for that result, but, like President Loudon, we feel great satisfaction at
the valuable contribution to this w work which has resulted from the London Conference. It is
true that there is still some uncertainty as to naval questions, but, as President Loudon remarked,
after M. Briand's speech in the Assembly, there is reason to hope that the final difficulties may
be overcome.

I venture to suggest that it would be advisable for the 1930 Assembly, not only to express
a wish or a vague and general hope in regard to the Preparatory Commission's work, but an
express recommendation and decisive instructions, by requesting the Preparatory Commission
to make this its final session and to complete its work by submitting a report to the Council.

In this connection, I agree with the observations of the Danish Minister for Foreign Affairs
in the present Assembly.

We all know that very important questions still remain to be settled by the 'Preparatory
Commission and it is not only our right but our duty to state our opinion in regard to those
questions. I should therefore like to be allowed to say a few words in regard to two problems
which, in my view, are of vital importance for the work'of the Preparatory Commission.
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I- will leave the question open of the desirability of formulating our views in the form of a
definite resolution.

There are two questions which have not yet been settled at second reading by the
Preparatory Commission. The first relates-to the chapter on expenditure to which President
Loudon referred. On several occasions I have stated before that Commission that I considered
it indispensable that the Convention for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments should
be complete and that the provisions relating to the limitation and reduction of armaments
should be watertight.

This limitation might be effected by fixing the number of vessels and their tonnage, the
number of effectives, the number and calibre of guns, but all this would not prevent these
stipulations in regard to numbers being evaded by technical improvements in quality. For
instance, a vessel having the same displacement and the same number of guns as another vessel
of the same category might be considerably superior to the latter. We have an example before
our eyes, and the reason I am referring to it is that I wish to speak openly.

. We all know that Germany is now building a vessel known as the Ersatz Preussen, which,
from the quantitative point of view, is within the limits laid down in the Treaty of Versailles,
but from the point of view of technical improvements is regarded as far superior to other vessels
with the same displacement and the same number of guns.

I imagine that, in carrying out this experiment, which has produced a certain sensation,
Germany wished to serve the cause of disarmament which her representative in the Assembly
andin the Preparatory Commission has always defended with so much zeal and skill, by showing
that the quantitative system established in the Treaty of Versailles is not perfect.

' But what is the conclusion to be drawn ? It is that if we wish to have an effective Conven-
tion . e must find some means of preventing competition in quantity being replaced by
competition in quality. The only means so far devised'is a drastic limitation of expenditure.
Technical improvements are very costly and any strengthening of armaments, whether in
quality or quantity is reflected in the figures relating to expenditure.

' I wish to deal at once with an objection which I already hear being stated. It may be
objected that it is impossible to compare the expenditure of the various States on armaments
owing to the differences in the levels of prices. This objection is based on a misunderstanding.
The level of prices differs greatly in the different States, but if we wish to go to the root of the
problem we shall not take the expenditure of the various States on armaments as a basis for
estimating their military or naval forces. There can be no question of comparing the figures
of one State with those of another. That would be useless. What we have to compare is the
budgetary expenditure of the same State in different years. It is the increase or reduction in
the expenditure of a given State which determines whether it is adding to or reducing its
armaments. Is it not most distressing to note the increase in expenditure during the last few
years ? If a gap of this kind is left in the Convention there will no doubt be a further increase.
Two forces, one legitimate, the other suspicious and underhand, are always working for further
increases in expenditure, and hence for an increase in armaments.

The legitimate force is the ambition of professional people to make the instrument which
they may one day be called upon to use, as perfect as possible. Their profession leads them
to desire an increase in the expenditure on their service.

There are also forces behind the construction of armaments which have recently provoked
a considerable amount of scandal in certain countries, and of which precise details have-been
given to the public. If, therefore, a gap is left these forces will at once try to profit by such
a gap and to circumvent any real limitation or reduction of armaments and expenditure.

I am very glad to note that the French delegation has submitted a proposal to the
Preparatory Commission for the limitation of budgetary expenditure, as this proposal should,
I think, fill-the gap to which I have just referred. There is also in the files of the Preparatory
Commission a unanimous report by the financial experts on the methods to be followed in this
matter. 

I am aware of the fact that certain States represented on the Preparatory Commission
are strongly opposed to this method and that others are decided, but I earnestly hope that they
will be persuaded to change their minds. I have no hesitation in saying that delegations
attempting to place obstacles in the way of the limitation of expenditure will be incurring a
very heavy responsibility; they would be leaving'the door open for further competition and
consequently for further risks of war. This would be to place a stamp of futility upon the
Convention. It would represent an inexcusable lack of sincerity on our part.

I should like to draw attention to a second point. Everybody seems to agree that the
forthcoming Disarmament Conference shall be called, more or less officially, the" First
Conference ", thus implying that others will follow. It is therefore essential that this First
Conference should provide in the scheme which it submits to the Council for the necessary
machinery for the continuation of the work begun by the First Conference. We are more or
less resigned to the prospect that the achievements of this Disarmament Conference will not
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be very great. This makes it all the more necessary to satisfy public opinion by ensuring that
this first step will be followed by a second, without undue delay.

I am glad to see that, in this connection, the French delegation has also made some
extremely interesting proposals for the creation of a permanent organ which would not only
be responsible for supervising the execution of the conventional provisions, but for drawing
up reports and making concrete proposals for the continuation of the work.

It may be that the First Conference will only achieve partial results in the form of a
standstill in armaments. The transference of this important international aspect of the problem
from an arbitrary to a contractual domain will constitute enormous progress. It is not possible,
however, to be satisfied indefinitely with a standstill; it is also necessary to provide after this
standstill for a reduction of armaments.

As I have already remarked, I will abstain from making concrete proposals at the moment,
but, if there is a certain measure of support for the views which I have just expressed, I am
prepared to submit a draft resolution comprising the three points in question : (1) the practically
imperious desire that the next session of the Preparatory Commission should be its last; (2)
that the Convention should cover all the factors of military preparation, including budgetary
expenditure; and (3) that an organ for supervising and continuing the work of the Conference
should be set up.

We all know that the hour is critical. The speeches in the general discussion before the
Assembly revealed a certain pessimism in regard to the people's opinion of the League. So far
nothing has been achieved in the way of disarmament and these are not merely my own views.
The British Minister for Foreign Affairs reminded the Assembly that the obligations under
Article 8 of the Covenant were as sacred as any other obligation laid down in other articles
of the Peace Treaties. Mr. Henderson went on to say that: " Security and disarmament
are closely interlocked, and nothing can make our peoples truly safe from war until a treaty
of general disarmament has been made." He added that: " Security is impossible if
competitive military preparations continue as they are doing to-day ".

And M. Briand, the French Minister for Foreign Affairs, after expressing his gratification
at the progress made in concluding arbitration and conciliation agreements and at the entry
into force of the Paris Pact, of which he was one of the authors, said that" Our work for peace
must, unless accompanied by its necessary corollary - the limitation and reduction of
armaments - remain hazardous and cause many disappointments to the nations ". In 1927,
the Assembly unanimously proclaimed that the first step towards disarmament could and should
be made in the present state of security. It is this first step, however small it must be, that
public opinion is still awaiting.

I might repeat the words spoken by Leon Bourgeois ten years ago: " It is in this sphere,
in the sphere of the reduction of armaments, that public opinion is waiting for us to take
action." And public opinion is still waiting !

General TANczos (Hungary). - In the first place I desire to associate myself with M. Lange
in thanking H.E. the President of the Preparatory Commission for his eloquent and hopeful speech
to-day. Secondly, I wish to make some general observations on the forthcoming work of the
Preparatory Commission, more especially as my country is not represented on that Commission.

When I addressed this Committee last year to explain the views of my delegation on the
Preparatory Commission's work, I ventured to point out that certain resolutions adopted by
the majority of the Commission - in regard to trained reserves and stocks of material, for
instance - did not correspond with the views of my Government.

A year has elapsed since then, during which there has been no meeting of the Preparatory
Commission. I think it my duty to remind the Third Committee that, inour opinion, a
convention for the reduction of armaments drawn up on the above-mentioned basis would
not result in a genuine reduction of armaments and that my Government would probably
not be in a position to sign it.

A second point is that we are quite well aware - the President of the Preparatory
Commission and M. Lange have repeated it to-day - that general disarmament cannot be
effected at one stroke. I should like, therefore, to say a few words in regard to disarmament
by stages.

In the present position in which Hungary finds herself it is a matter of the greatest interest
to her that general disarmament should be effected as quickly and as completely as possible.

As I have just said, we fully realise that everything cannot be done at once, but, on the
other hand, we could not accept a solution in which a limitation of armaments at their present
level was regarded as a first step towards disarmament. What we desire is that the first step
should be a real step forward and should involve a considerable reduction of armaments, so
that, to quote the words of Mr. Henderson in his excellent speech before the Assembly,
disarmament may cease to be a mere phrase and may become a reality. However, we could not
regard disarmament as a reality unless it was based on the principle of equity and equality
for all. In this connection I would associate myself with what was said by M. Poincare in an
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article which appeared in the Nacidn, of Buenos Aires, of December 28, 1929, and which was
reproduced in the Temps of January 28 of this year:

"We should have agreed, and would still agree, to be associated in universal disarma-
ment provided that it was effected on an equal and proportional basis for all concerned."

It is this proportional equality, which would be fair to all, that we desire. It is this
proportional equality covering both personnel and material in the widest sense of the term
which all those who are at present in a position of inequality in regard to others must obtain
from the first step towards disarmament. This is a condition to which my Government attaches
the greatest importance; otherwise - as the first Delegation for Hungary remarked in the
Assembly - the intolerable situation of our unilateral disarmament will be prolonged indefinitely.
We consider that this unilateral disarmament is entirely contrary both to the letter and the
spirit of the Covenant and to the principle which has been defended here and elsewhere for
years, namely, the equal right of each country to national security.

In conclusion, I would associate myself with all those speakers in the Assembly who have
emphatically demanded that the forthcoming session of the Preparatory Commission should
be its last - the President of the Preparatory Commission and M. Lange have just expressed
the same desire - and that the general Disarmament Conference should be held without fail
during 1931.

The CHAIRMAN. - It is practically certain that this discussion will lead to a draft resolution
to be submitted to the Assembly, summing up the ideas expressed and asserting our desire
to achieve results in this matter.

Our Rapporteur, who apologises for not being present owing to his being detained
elsewhere by the proceedings of the Council, has already had conversations with various
members of the Committee, whose views he has ascertained and he has prepared a draft
resolution which he thinks could be submitted to you at the present stage. I should like to
read this to you so that we may continue the discussion with a practical object in view.

"The Assembly,
"Having noted with satisfaction the results obtained at the London Conference

and communicated to us by a letter from the President of that Conference dated April 21st,
1930;

"Noting that these results are of a nature to facilitate a general agreement on the
occasion of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission regarding the methods to
be applied in the matter of the reduction and limitation of naval armaments;

"Being desirous that negotiations pursued in a spirit of conciliation and mutual
confidence and with the determination to arrive at practical solutions will make it possible
to complete and extend the work of the Naval Conference:

"Expresses the conviction that, during its session next November, the Preparatory
Commission will be able to finish the drawing-up of a preliminary draft Convention and
will thus enable the Council to convene as soon as possible the General Conference on
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments;

"And 'decides that the proceedings and the Report of the Assembly regarding
disarmament shall be transmitted to the Preparatory Commission."

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I had already submitted to the Committee another
resolution which, generally speaking, reduces itself to the same thing as this, except that it
is couched in somewhat more vigorous terms. I imagine that you will all have expected that
any resolution would be more vigorous, after listening for five years to my speeches on
disarmament. I have already gained such a reputation in this connection that one of the local
papers has mockingly referred to me as the " Pierre 'Ermite of Disarmament ". As I know
you have heard me speak about disarmament on many occasions I have no intention to-day
of going into details, especially as I shall have the pleasure in November, and possibly also
in December, of discussing this matter with practically the same colleagues.

There will doubtless be much to discuss among us when we meet at that time.
I regret that I cannot quite share the optimism of the President of the Preparatory

Commission. Perhaps it is because I have been coming always with the same optimism to
Geneva for the sessions of the Preparatory Commission during the last five years and going
away always without any result having been achieved. Up to the present, all that I can say
is that the Preparatory Commission has done nothing. I greatly regret to have to say that,
just as much as I regretted having to say it at its last session; I had been instructed by my
Government to state that it must disclaim any responsibility for what was done because it
considered that the results of the Preparatory Commission's work were so negligible that
it was impossible to speak of any reduction in armaments, let alone of disarmament.

With a certain feeling of sadness, I have been reading over the speech I made in the
Third Committee last year, because it seems to me that if I am to say anything new and to
express a certain desire I must deal with questions which have been discussed outside the
League and not with matters discussed here. I am naturally very glad that the London
Conference has made it possible for us to hold a further meeting and my resolution definitely
demands that the Preparatory Commission shall finish its work before the end of this year
and that after that- the Council should convene a First Disarmament Conference as soon as
possible. .
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M. Lange referred to this First Disarmament Conference as a first step. He stated what
in his view would constitute a first step and what would not constitute a first step. As -I

have often said before, and will repeat, my Government will only regard it as a first step if there

is an appreciable reduction of all classes of armaments.- That was why it disclaimed res-
ponsibility for the work of the Preparatory Commission. Without going into all the points,
I should like to mention one - namely, that in the conclusions of the Preparatory Commission
no mention is- made of material. I think, however, that everyone must admit that a reduction
of armaments without any reduction of material would be absolutely absurd, seeing that
modern wars are wars of material.

For this reason, I would once again urge my colleagues to go back to their various countries
and endeavour to secure from their Governments instructions which will enable the Preparatory
Commission to achieve positive results and will prevent us from going home empty-handed
once again.

I said that I did not wish to go into details; I should, however, like to reply to something
M. Lange said. M. Lange was good enough to pay a tribute to the technical skill of Germany.
I am very grateful to him for this, but would point out that in comparing this ship which
has been so much discussed in the newspapers - and to which as much importance has been
attached as if there were hundreds of the same type in Germany - with cruisers, he has

committed a slight error. The ship can only be compared with battleships and has been

constructed in accordance with the Treaty of Versailles, which authorises us to possess such
ships and to replace them when necessary.

The reason I submitted my resolution was because I thought it necessary to state forcibly

that we expect something to be done at last.

For ten years I have been doing propaganda for the League of Nations. I have travelled
a great deal and in many countries and I have everywhere heard disarmament referred to

as the essential question for the League. I was very glad to hear this point emphasised by
the British Foreign Minister in the Assembly. He also stated that this was the essential question:
and he explained the reasons.

We have to make progress, gentlemen. The peoples of the world insist upon it and if

we were to ask what the peoples think of the Preparatory Commission's efforts up to the present

the reply would be, in Cicero's words: Quousque tandem abutere patientia nostra.

The CHAIRMAN. - I should like to point out to Count Bernstorff that his resolution
which he says is stronger in its wording than the other which has been read out, is perhaps

only so in appearance. If we compare the two proposals we shall see that M. Matos' resolution
expresses the conviction that the Preparatory Commission will shortly complete its work,
whereas Count Bernstorff's proposal expresses the hope that the Commission will finish its

work before the end of the year. To "express the hope " is no stronger than to "express
the conviction ".

Similarly, as regards the date of the Conference, M. Matos' draft resolution states-that

the Conference is to be convened as soon as possible, whereas Count Bernstorff's draft states

"as early as possible in 1931 ". I do not know which of the two formulae is the stronger.

In reality I think there is only one important difference between the two; this is in the

first paragraph of Count Bernstorff's draft resolution. With all due respect to the honourable
delegate of Germany, I would observe that, if he maintains his draft resolution, this may give

rise to lengthy discussion, because I am doubtful whether it is possible to say that disarmament
is the most important task of the League. It has already been stated- and it is my duty
to recall this - that all the Articles of the Covenant are of equal value.

I venture to submit these reflections to the Committee in the hope that we may arrive

more quickly at a common text which will be unanimously adopted, and I trust that Count
Bernstorff will see his way to accept the longer text submitted by the Rapporteur, subject,
if necessary, to the alteration of certain words.

Viscount CECIL OF CHELWOOD (British Empire). I agree very much with many things

that Count Bernstorff has said but with one thing in particular. I do not think that on the

present occasion there will be any advantage in going into the details of the disarmament
scheme. We shall, many of us, be here in four or five weeks, in the Preparatory Commission,

when all these details will have to be examined, and I venture very respectfully to deprecate
any attempt to raise any of them at the present moment, even though they are as important
as some of those which my friend, M. Lange, has mentioned. He will not suspect me of
disagreeing with the general thesis of his speech, but I doubt myself whether there is any

advantage in passing any resolution on any details at the present stage. I do not suppose
that anyone except myself remembers that I ventured to make a speech last year on this subject,

in which I expressed a hope that certain questions would be considered by the Preparatory
Commission. That hope is the same now as it was then. ' It includes, among others, questions

which M. Lange has referred to. I do not myself wish to raise any of those questions again

now, because there is going to be, so very very soon, an opportunity of discussing them in the
Preparatory Commission.

May I say a word as to the differences between these two Resolutions now before us. I

will not repeat what the Chairman has said,- because I was going to say very much the same
thing, about the difference in their tone. I confess that when I read the Resolution of the
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Rapporteur, I noted with great pleasure the strength of the assertion that we regard it as a
matter of certainty that the Preparatory Commission will conclude its labours before the end
of this year, or, at any rate, before the end of its next session, and I doubt whether you could
put that higher. I observe the statement in the German Resolution regarding the fact that
the Preparatory Commission has done nothing so far. Well, it certainly has not done as much
as some of us hoped it would have done, but to say that it has done nothing is an exaggeration,
if I may venture to say so. It has done a great deal of work. It has made very considerable
progress towards the conclusion of the task which was entrusted to it. It is quite true that
it has not concluded that task, but to say that because the task has not been concluded nothing
has been done towards its performance is surely setting up a standard which very few of us
could attain to in this life.

Another distinction between the German Resolution and that of the Rapporteur is that
the former expresses anxiety to fix a positive and actual date.before which the Disarmament
Conference should be summoned. Now, I am as anxious as anyone in the world that the
Conference should meet as soon as possible, but I am still more anxious, and I venture very
respectfully to press it upon my German friends and all others, that the Conference should
not meet before adequate preparation has been made, so that success will be achieved. Nothing
could be more disastrous to the cause of disarmament than that the Conference should meet
and should separate without achieving any result. Therefore, though I am very anxious,
and hopeful, perhaps, that the Conference will meet before the end of next year, I think it
would be madness for us to hurry that meeting to such an extent as to prevent proper preparation
being made.

I cannot help feeling that, in both these particulars to which I have referred, there is,
perhaps very naturally, a want of appreciation of the immense extent of the reform on which
we are engaged. The Chairman said that he rather doubted whether it was accurate to say
that disarmament was the most important task of the League of Nations. I am not sure
that I should quarrel with the phrase. I believe that peace is the great object of the League
of Nations. I do not believe that there is any human reasonable probability that peace can
be secured without disarmament, that is, without the reduction and limitation of armaments,
and though there are other steps which we ought to be taking continually towards ensuring
peace, I doubt myself whether any of them can be relied upon as sufficient security against
war unless they are accompanied by the reduction and limitation of armaments. But, though
I think it enormously important, I do not doubt that-it is a task of great difficulty and great
complexity. We are going to do something which has never been done before in the world.
If we succeed, we are going to say to the nations, not of this group or that group, but to the
nations of the whole world: " Your armaments are for the future to be limited to an agreed inter-
national standard. " I cannot conceive of any reform which would make a greater change in the
international outlook of the world or which would be more at variance - let us be quite clear
about it - with the history of the world in these matters so far as it has gone up to the present. It
is a tremendous change, a reform of vast importance, and we must not be surprised if it does
take a long time to accomplish, and if the preliminaries of it sometimes seem to us unnecessarily
drawn out. The fact that it is perpetually being talked about, the fact that no meeting of the
League passes without further and stronger resolutions being passed in favour of disarmament,
the fact even that the Preparatory Commission has devoted months and years to its consideration
all go to create that public opinion in favour of disarmament, without which this great reform
can never be carried effectively into operation. Therefore, if I may be permitted to say so, as
a very convinced disarmer, do not let us show any impatience in this matter. Impatience,
however justifiable, will not assist our object. Let us proceed without impatience and without
discouragement, confident that the task we are engaged on, however arduous, however
complicated, and however full of difficulty, is essential to the life of the world, and therefore
a task which each one of us and each of the Governments which we represent, must, unless
they are false to humanity, put in the fore front of their policy.

(The Committee rose at 7.5 p.m.)
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EIGHTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 26th, 1930, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. POLITIS (Greece).

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

The CHAIRMAN. - We will now continue the discussion of the work of the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference.

I call upon the delegate of France to address the meeting.

M. MARCEL-HERAUD (France). - After the interesting speeches which we have heard from
M. Loudon and M. Lange and the judicious observations of the Chairman and Lord Cecil, I
think it will be enough for me to associate myself very briefly with what they have said.

The draft resolution submitted by our Rapporteur is based on the previous resolutions
of the Assembly, and the French delegation accepts it without any reservations. It also
desires to express its conviction that the Preparatory Commission will be able at its next
session to conclude the task assigned to it.

I will not follow the Hungarian and German delegates in the arguments which they used
in discussing the general problem of disarmament. Those arguments are already familiar.
It is useless to reply with arguments equally familiar and on which, besides, the Assembly
has already pronounced. It is useless to examine these general conditions until the Council
has convened the Conference, and they must then be considered in conjunction with the
political situation at the time.

As regards the Preparatory Commission, whose work is naturally attracting increased
attention, owing to the importance of its next and final meeting, we desire to thank M. Lange
for having reminded the Committee of the active co-operation of the French delegation in
the Commission's labours and to associate ourselves with the tribute which Lord Cecil paid
to the progress already achieved by the Commission in a particularly difficult and delicate
task. For that reason we can in no way share the view expressed in the German delegation's
draft resolution.

This is not the time or the place to go into any detailed discussion of what the Preparatory
Commission has accomplished and what there still remains for it to do, and it is all the more
desirable that we should observe some reticence in this respect because there are some members
of the Commission who are not represented on this Committee.

Since we are all unanimous in desiring the early convening of the Preparatory Commission
and the completion of its work, the only apparent divergence among us is in regard to the
date of the Conference. We should like this date to be as early as possible. Like Count
Bernstorff, we hope the Conference may be held in 1931, but we must associate ourselves
with the argument advanced by Lord Cecil, who reminded us that it was not the Assembly
but the Council which had to undertake the heavy responsibility of convening the Conference
at a moment which would be most propitious for its success, and that we should avoid
trespassing on the province of the Council or dictating its duties to it.

I would add that the French Government is particularly glad to' see the inclusion in
the resolution submitted by the Rapporteur of a paragraph relating to negotiations between
the Governments.

These negotiations ought not to obstruct the completion of the work of the Preparatory
Commission, whose task is clearly mapped out. But, if technical difficulties retard the conclusion
of those negotiations, my Government is fully prepared to continue them in the spirit of the
draft resolution and we are convinced that a common desire to reach a conclusion will enable
solutions to be found which will be satisfactory to all.

Thus, by our individual efforts, in all these fields, we shall have made another step forward
on the path upon which we have voluntarily entered.

The peoples whom we represent have had too much experience to ask for anything more
than wise and prudent action on our part, because they know that otherwise there would be
too many disappointments.

We should therefore face the difficulties of our task squarely, without pessimism and
without blindness, if we wish to make certain of surmounting them. We should also have
confidence in the progressive achievements upon which the security and disarmament of the
world may one day depend.

M. PFLUGL (Austria). - The draft resolutions before us and the stage now reached by
the League's preparatory work with a view to general disarmament afford an opportunity
to the countries which have not yet played any part in this preparatory work to state their
case. The opinions of those countries may not coincide absolutely with the views expressed
here. My Government and the people of my country, having had to maintain silence all the


