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convention, soit en la ratifiant, soit en y adherant, il le fait en qualite de Haute Partie
contractante distincte. 

LEAGUE OF NATIONS

Twelfth Ordinary Session of the Assembly.

MINUTES OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE -
OFFICIAL JOURNAL, SPECIAL SUPPLEMENT No. 96

Erratum.

The last two sentences of the statement made by Mr. Sean MURPHY (Irish Free State) at the
meeting of the Third Committee of the Twelfth Assembly, held on September I7th, 193I, and
reported on page 23 of the final Minutes of the Third Committee (Official Journal - Special
Supplement No. 96), should read as follows:

" The Irish Free State could only become a High Contracting Party to a convention by
virtue of the signature of an Irish plenipotentiary. When the Irish Free State accepted a
convention, whether by way of ratification or accession, it did so as a separate High Contract-
ing Party."
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THIRD COMMITTEE

(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.)

AGENDA.

QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS MEETING
ON SEPTEMBER 7TH, 1931.

(a) Report of the Special Committee to frame a Draft General Convention to improve
the Means of preventing War (Item No. 12 on the Agenda of the Assembly).

(b) Part of the Report on the Work of the League since the Last Session of the
Assembly concerning the Organisation for Communications and Transit (Item
No. 17 on the Agenda of the Assembly).

II. QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE THIRD COMMITTEE BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS MEETING
ON SEPTEMBER 12TH, 1931.

(c) Draft Resolution of the Spanish Delegation concerning the Co-operation of
Women and of the Press in the Work of the League of Nations.

(d) Draft Resolution of the Delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland, concerning an Armaments Truce.



FIRST MEETING.

Held on Saturday, September 121h, 1931, at 5.30 p.m.

Chairman : M. MUNCH (Denmark).

1. Constitution of the Bureau.

On the suggestion of M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand)
was elected Vice-Chairman.

2. Publicity of Meetings.

The Committee decided that, in accordance with precedent, its meetings would be public,
unless otherwise decided in special cases.

3. Agenda.

The Committee adopted its agenda and the order of discussion of the items on the agenda.

4. Presence of the Special Committee's Rapporteur during the Discussion of the Draft General
Convention to improve the Means of preventing War.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it would be a great advantage for the Committee if a
representative of the Special Committee which dealt with this question were present at the
meetings in which the draft general Convention was discussed. As M. Politis, the Chairman
of that Special Committee, was Chairman of the Fourth Committee, Dr. Lange, Rapporteur
of the Special Committee, might be requested to be present at the meetings in order to supply
any information which the members of the Committee might desire.

The proposal was adopted.

5. Election of Rapporteurs.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) and M. BUERO (Uruguay) were appointed Rapporteurs,
M. de Madariaga for questions (a) and (d) of the agenda and M. Buero for questions (b) and (c).

6. Communications of Importance to the Working of the League in Times of Emergency.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that four questions came under this general
heading:

1. Facilities to be granted to Aircraft.
2. Facilities to be granted to Motor Transport.
3. Construction of a League Wireless Station.
4. Layout of an Aerodrome near the Seat of the League of Nations.

At its previous session, the Assembly had adopted a resolution laying down rules regarding
the facilities which should be granted by the States to air and motor transport of importance
to the working of the League in times of emergency. This resolution provided that, on the
one hand, the Council should decide on certain measures of detail relating to the identification
of aircraft employed on the League's work, and, on the other hand, regarding the application
of the rules established by the Assembly, negotiations should be undertaken between the
Secretary-General and the Governments.

No new question had arisen on this subject, but the Assembly could no doubt note with
satisfaction, in view of the information contained in the Secretary-General's report and of the
supplementary information which the Secretariat could supply, that the discussions had
given rise to no difficulty; on the contrary, the replies from the Governments showed that
the regime desired by the Assembly could be put into application immediately. Moreover,
the Council, at its previous session, had taken the necessary measures regarding the
identification of aircraft employed by the League.

With regard to question 3, the Committee would be interested to know that, in view of
the present state of its work, the station would be ready at the latest by the beginning of 1932.

The Committee might then note with satisfaction the progress achieved on these three
questions.

With regard to question 4, the Assembly had received a final technical report. The
technical examination appeared to be terminated, but it would appear that the discussions
necessary for regulating non-technical questions had not yet been pursued between the
Swiss Government and the Secretariat of the League. It was for the Committee to enquire
whether, under these circumstances, the Assembly should not wait until it was in a position
to have the more complete technical and non-technical information necessary for its decision.

It would be advisable to reserve this question for the next Assembly, which, after
examining the detailed report, would be in a position to give its opinion on the entire scheme.

The Chairman opened the discussion on questions 1, 2 and 3.
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M. FRAN§OIS (Netherlands) stated that his Government, while approving the proposed
rules in principle, wished to draw attention to the advisability of the League having a distinctive
emblem or mark for identifying its means of transport; this mark might also be used on other
occasions.

M. MASSIGLI (France) asked that M. Haas should state the present position in regard to
the questions under discussion.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) pointed out that, according to the Council's resolution regarding
aircraft, it would appear that the League of Nations would only use aeroplanes placed at its
disposal by third parties and that such machines would retain their nationality; while the
resolution of the last Assembly stated that the advisability of the League of Nations having
aircraft of its own should not be prejudged.

He urged the necessity for the League to have its own organs and a separate personality.
In this respect, he also asked that the agents or staff of the League of Nations, when on offi ial
missions, should be furnished with identification documents issued by the Council of the League
of Nations and not by their country of origin.

Lord CECIL (British Empire), while regarding the problems raised by M. de Madariaga
as of interest, thought that the only question to be discussed related to the identification of
aircraft placed at the disposal of the League of Nations in times of emergency. If the League
subsequently possessed aeroplanes, different provisions would then have to be made.

M. HAAS (Secretary-General of the Communications and Transit Organisation) explained
that the regime adopted was essentially as follows. At times of emergency the States
undertook to permit aircraft of the League of Nations, bearing certain distinctive marks,
to fly over their territory. If their national defence required it, they might cause such
aircraft to land at a frontier aerodrome if they undertook to provide for the continuation
of the air transport. It might be concluded from the numerous replies received from the
Governments that this regime would not give rise to any difficulty. Some countries had not
yet replied, but there was no reason to expect that they would raise real difficulties. It
might therefore be concluded that the proposed system would work. With regard to the
question of identification of the aircraft, the Council had adopted a resolution which only
applied to aircraft possessing a nationality. The Council had not thought fit to raise the
question of aircraft belonging to the League of Nations. If this case arose, the Council could
obviously settle the question of their identification.

The identification of persons was referred to in paragraph 7 of the resolution passed
by the last Assembly, to the effect that " the Secretary-General will communicate the names
of the persons on board -- the crew and the passengers to be provided with documents
certifying their status and mission ". Agents of the League of Nations would be provided
with credentials signed by the Secretary-General. Members of delegations would be provided
with identification documents supplied by the Governments.

There was no difficulty regarding motor transport; this method of transport did not
raise the same questions of national security as air transport. The resolution regarding
motor transport would certainly be applied integrally.

The CHAIRMAN repeated his proposals re questions 1, 2 and 3.

These proposals were adopted.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on question 4, the construction of an aerodrome.

M. KELLER (Switzerland) agreed with the Chairman's proposals. He hoped, however,
that, as in the past, the Secretariat would consult the Federal Government with regard to
questions which had not yet been settled in order to obtain practical solutions.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) asked whether it was necessary to begin the discussion if
the Committee adopted the Chairman's proposal to adjourn a decision till next year.

M. COLBAN (Norway) approved the Chairman's proposal to postpone the discussion until
the following year. It would at the present time be impossible to ask for a credit for the
aerodrome, but it should be clearly understood that the entire question should remain in its
present state and that what might be done next year, after the preparatory study had been
completed, would not be prejudged.

General nE MARINIS (Italy) also agreed that the question should be postponed until the
next Assembly.

M. MASSIGLI (France), while not objecting to the postponement, wished to emphasise
the urgency of the question. It was illogical to deal with identification marks on aircraft
placed at the disposal of the League if such aircraft could not land at or leave Geneva.
According to the experts' report, improvements were essential for normal traffic. Under
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such circumstances, it would appear that the League should not bear a substantial part of
the expense necessary for improving the aerodrome.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought that even if it were impossible to vote credits this
year, it would be useful to discuss the question. Such a discussion might show the necessity
for further study which might take a certain time and might be better commenced now.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) asked what was the purpose of the military hangars shown
on the plan attached to the report (document A.21.1931.VIII), what was the area and the
capacity of the aerodrome, its distance from Geneva and the area of the surface to be subject
to servitude.

M. HAAS (Secretary-General of the Communications and Transit Organisation) pointed
out that the technical study was completed and its results were to be found in document
A.21.1931.VIII. Some questions, however, in particular legal questions regarding the status
of the aerodrome in times of emergency, were still unsettled. It had always been the custom
of the Transit Committee to settle such questions with the co-operation of the Swiss authorities
but, as it was difficult to do so during the Assembly, a postponement was necessary. With
regard to the League's financial contribution, he wished to point out that this principle was
not admitted in any document. The postponement of the question should, therefore, not be
regarded as a result of a lack of credits, as this would imply that the League of Nations was
henceforward prepared to make a substantial contribution.

In reply to Lord Cecil, M. Haas stated that the military hangars on the plan were already
in existence, and there was no relation between their purpose and the use of the s ohaerodrome
by the League of Nations. The experts had not provided for any fresh construction of hangars,
as they considered that in view of the present methods of manufacturing aircraft and the
conditions under which the machines would remain at the aerodrome they could remain in
the open air.

The aerodrome was situated about six kilometres from the centre of Geneva, but the
town extended in that direction so that the enlargement of the aerodrome was somewhat
expensive. In any case, it was near the boundaries of the town. M. Haas did not know
exactly what area would be subject to servitude, but he would furnish this information later.

The Committee decided to reserve the question for the next Assembly.
(The meeting rose at 7.20 p.m.)

SECOND MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 14th, 1931, at 5.15 p.m.

Chairman M. MUNCH (Denmark).

7. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN reviewed the history of the draft Convention. He thought it advisable
to begin with a general discussion on the draft Convention and on Dr. Lange's report together,
with the exception, however, of the recommendation submitted by the Polish delegation
regarding the danger which might arise, in cases of international emergency, from irresponsible
Press campaigns and the publication of incorrect and tendentious information. This
recommendation was in harmony with a suggestion made by the Swedish Government. The
members of the Committee would no doubt agree that the Polish delegation's recommendation
should be discussed in connection with item (c) of the agenda - namely, Collaboration of
Women and of the Press in the Work of the League (draft resolution submitted by the Spanish
delegation).

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted.

M. D'AVILA LIMA (Portugal) paid a tribute to the excellent intentions of the authors
of the draft, the principle of which must meet with general approval. The prevention of war
was in accordance with the aspirations and general spirit prevailing among the peoples, and
the task so well described in the preamble of the draft should be energetically pursued.

The speaker wished, however, to submit some observations.
The draft was restricted to the application of Article 11 of the Covenant. While

appreciating the motives which had led the Special Committee to restrict the scope of the
draft, he pointed out that the threat of war was also referred to in other articles of the Covenant,
in particular in Article 15 as a whole, the introductory paragraph of Article 12, and the last
paragraph of Article 10. All these articles referred to action by the Council. It should,
however, be remembered that the maintenance of peace was the common task of the Assembly
and the Council.

The speaker had some doubt as to the distinction to be drawn between a threat of war
and a state of war. Should it be considered that a concentration of troops near the frontier,
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or blockade operations, or even hostile acts in the economic or financial sphere, constituted
a threat of war, or the beginning of a state of war ? The Portuguese delegation considered,
with the British delegation, that the Polish proposal relating to Article 2 deserved the greatest
sympathy and might usefully be discussed on another occasion. In view of the extreme
importance of air forces in modern warfare, it was regrettable that this arm was not expressly
mentioned in the first paragraph of Article 2.

The Portuguese delegation recognised that the wording of Article 3 was entirely justified.
It also agreed with the text of Article 4, while admitting that the question of the application
of Article 16 of the Covenant was unaffected.

Lastly, Article 8 confirmed his previous remarks on the application of the draft Convention
to Articles 13, 15, and 16 of the Covenant. Moreover, this article appeared to be unnecessary,
since Article 20 of the Covenant abrogated all obligations or understandings which were
inconsistent with the terms of the Covenant.

The general discussion was then closed.

8. Draft Genaral Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: Discussion of the
Articles.

PREAMBLE.

The Commiltee decided to postpone the discussion of the preamble until the end.

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 upon it by
the Covenant of the League of Nations, may recommend with a view to preventing the
aggravation of the dispute.

"The Council shall fix the period of duration of these conservatory measures. It
may extend this period should circumstances render it necessary."
Article I was adopted.

ARTICLE 2, FIRST PARAGRAPH.

In the event of a threat of war, the High Contracting Parties, parties to the dispute
shall comply without delay with such measures as the Council, acting in virtue of the
provisions of Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and without prejudice
to the other powers it derives from that article, may prescribe to ensure the withdrawal
of the land or naval forces of that High Contracting Party which has entered the territory
or waters of another High Contracting Party, or zone demilitarised in virtue of international
agreements."

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the British delegation had proposed the two following
amendments:

(1) Insert the word " territorial " before the words " waters of another High
Contracting Party ";

(2) After the words: "another High Contracting Party", insert the words:
"with which it is in dispute ".

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) submitted some observations on the idea of a threat of war.
He drew attention to the following declaration by M. Sokal:

"The Polish delegation is of opinion that, in case of an invasion of a territory by
hostile forces, Article 16 of the Covenant, and not the Convention, should come into
play.

The distinction between threat of war and state of war, although it was clear in the minds
of people, was not clear in practice. It had happened that there had been an invasion and it was
Article 11 of the Covenant that had come into play. It might be to the interest of an invaded
country not to regard itself as being at war.

M. de Madariaga did not suggest any change in the text; he merely wished to draw
attention to this position.

M. SOKAL (Poland) stated that the Polish view had not changed. The Polish Government
was convinced that Article 2 might lead to dangerous interpretations of the Pact of Paris.
In connection with Article 2, paragraph 1, the question arose whether an accidental entry,
or a mass invasion, was referred to. If this paragraph referred to minor frontier incidents,
Article 11 of the Covenant was sufficient. If it referred to a forcible invasion, this would
certainly constitute a violation of the Pact of Paris. The occupation of foreign territory
by force of arms was equivalent to a declaration of war. The Polish Government could not
admit that an armed invasion did not constitute war. Would this be the moment to take
preventive measures ? Should the Council not then apply the common action provided
for by the Covenant ? The adoption of the Convention by the Assembly would imply that
it did not consider an invasion as a violation of the Pact of Paris.
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Tfhese objections only referred to the first paragraph of the article. The other paragraphs
would be very useful in case of political tension, both for avoiding incidents and for helping
to decide which party was the aggressor. The Polish Government therefore proposed to omit
the first paragraph.

The Polish delegation had already submitted the following text to be inserted in Article 2
to the Special Committee:

"If, in the event of a threat of war, events should occur which might constitute a
violation of an international obligation, the Council shall call upon the High Contracting
Parties to put an end to the said violations, and the High Contracting Parties undertake
to comply therewith without delay."

As this text had been found to be too general, the Polish delegation now submitted a more
precise text, which restricted the case to that where a contracting party violates its undertakings
in respect of armaments. Such a violation would, in fact, be obvious proof of the hostile
intentions of that party. This text was especially justified on the eve of the Disarmament
Conference and would arm the Council with special powers for ensuring the maintenance
of the undertakings given. The Conference might not be in a position to establish these
powers itself, as some States participating in the Conference would be non-member States.
This text would have the further advantage of emphasising the connection between the draft
Convention and disarmament.

If it were adopted, Article 3 would have to be amended, in particular as regards providing
for the despatch of a commission for the purpose of verifying that the contracting parties
had re-established the status quo ante, in case of the violation of armament obligations.

M. Sokal submitted the following text of Article 2:

" 1. In the event of a threat of war, the Council may, if it should deem it necessary
fix lines which must not be passed by the land, naval or air forces, and, where necessary
in order to avoid incidents, by the civil aircraft of the High Contracting Parties, parties
to the dispute. The High Contracting Parties undertake to comply with such
recommendations as the Council, acting in virtue of the provisions of Article 11 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations, and without prejudice to the other powers it derives
from that article, may prescribe for that purpose.

" 2. The lines referred to in the previous paragraph shall, if possible, be fixed by
agreement with the parties to the dispute.

" 3. Failing such agreement, the Council shall fix the lines with the consent of the
party whose forces are affected, provided that this does not involve the withdrawal of
the forces further back than the exterior lines of the defence organisations existing on
the frontiers of the High Contracting Parties concerned at the time when the Council
of the League of Nations takes its decision, and that the lines do not involve the
abandonment of any other work, posittion or line of communication essential to the
security or the supplies of the party concerned.

" 4. It shall in every case rest with the Council to determine the period within
which the said lines shall be fixed under the conditions specified above.

" 5. In the event of the Council deciding that an international obligation
concerning the state of a High Contracting Party's armaments has been violated, it shall
call upon the High Contracting Party to restore the situation in accordance with the
said obligation. The High Contracting Parties undertake to comply with such invitation
without delay.

" 6. The High Contracting Parties further agree to give strict orders to the
commanders of their forces, if the Council so recommends, to take all necessary
precautions to avoid incidents.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought his task would have been
much better carried out by A4. Politis, as it consisted principally in explaining the ideas by
which the Special Committee had been guided when drawing up the text.

In reply to M. de Madariaga's remarks, he drew attention to the word " entered 
(penetrC), used in the first paragraph of Article 2: " the land or naval forces which have
entered the territory ". The word " entered " was intended to refer to an accidental case,
whereas the word " invaded " would imply a deliberate purpose. It might happen that
troops or warships accidentally found themselves in the territory of a neighbouring State.
This might be a threat of war, but was not certainly a state of war. The latter presupposed
belligerent acts on both sides. If one of the parties refrained from any belligerent act, it
would appear that a state of war did not exist.

The Special Committee confined its task to the threat of war. According to instructions
received from the Assembly, it had developed Article II of the Covenant, without touching
upon Article 16.

With regard to the Polish proposal regarding the violation of undertakings in respect
of armaments, the Committee had thought that this violation, if it were incidental to a threat
of war, would be a subsidiary factor which it was not necessary to provide for in the draft
Convention. It thought also that the draft Convention should not provide for such violations
taken by themselves.

The Minutes of the Special Committee explained why the Polish proposal was not
adopted. MI. Sokal submitted it again in a different form, as he was entitled to do, but
Dr. Lange, as Rapporteur of the Special Committee, did not consider himself authorised to
give his opinion on this new text.



Lord CECIL (British Empire) agreed with M. de Madariaga as to the possible difficulty
of defining a threat of war. The conclusion to which the numerous previous discussions on
this subject had led was that the Council must be given latitude to decide, in each case, what
position had arisen. He thought this the wisest and most practical method.

M. Sokal's proposal included, firstly, a proposal to omit the first paragraph of Article 2
and, secondly, an amendment to cover the case of the violation of a Disarmament Convention.
He regretted that M. Sokal had introduced the second point, as this question would be more
in place in a Disarmament Convention than in the draft Convention now under consideration.
The discussion should be confined to the first point.

The omission of the first paragraph of Article 2 would seriously weaken the Convention.
M. Sokal had placed the Committee in the following dilemma: the entry of armed forces into
foreign territory was either unimportant, in which case it was negligible, or it implied the
invasion of the territory by large forces, in which case a state of war had arisen. This
statement was doubly wrong. Frontier incidents should not be neglected unless they were
quite insignificant. Their seriousness might vary and might involve a threat of war. On
the other hand, a state of war would not necessarily arise, as a result of the entry of considerable
forces into foreign territory, unless this was expressly stated in special treaties. In several
cases, such incidents had not been regarded by the Council as constituting a state of war.
It had been, and it frequently would be, much wiser not to regard such situations as constituting
war and involving all the procedure laid down in the Covenant for a state of war. The
object of the Convention was merely to make what had hitherto been the constant practice
of the Council compulsory for States which agreed to sign and ratify this Convention.

He did not, like M. Sokal, admit that this draft Convention was contrary to the spirit
of the Pact of Paris, which laid down the principle that the States abandoned war as an
instrument of their national policy; the Pact did not, however, apply any sanctions. This
principle would remain unaffected by any measures taken to deal with cases of the threat of
war.

In conclusion, Lord Cecil again pointed out that the omission of the first paragraph of
Article 2 would be a serious retrograde step.

(The meeting rose at 7 p.m.)

THIRD MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 15th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

9. Communication from the President of the Assembly regarding the League's Finances.

The CHAIRMAN announced that the President of the Assembly had communicated to him
the following resolution voted on September 14th

" The Assembly,
" Being convinced that it is imperative not further to increase the budget of the

League for 1932, which will have to provide for the expenses of the International
Disarmament Conference, and hoping that it will even be possible to reduce the draft
budget;

"Makes a strong appeal to its Committees to follow the principles of economy
dictated by present circumstances;

"Requests these Committees to limit and, if possible, to reduce to the indispensable
the programme of work to be undertaken in 1932, and especially to abstain as far as
practicable from making recommendations which might involve avoidable expenditure. "

10. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: Discussion of the
Articles (continuation).

ARTICLE 2, FIRST PARAGRAPH (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on Article 2, first paragraph of the draft general
Convention. He proposed to discuss first the omission suggested by the Polish delegation,
then three British amendments, and, lastly, the addition regarding disarmament proposed
by the Polish delegation.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) pointed out that the omission of the
first paragraph of Article 2 would compromise the entire structure of the draft, the essential
point in which was that the Council acted in virtue of the provisions of Article 11 of the
Covenant.
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M. SOKAL (Poland) agreed that the first paragraph formed the basis of the draft
Convention and that its omission would change the structure of the draft. He would explain
later why he had proposed this important change. He pointed out, however, that his
amendment preserved the reference to Article 11 of the Covenant.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) replied that it should be clearly
pointed out at the beginning of the draft that the Convention was concluded in order to apply
Article 11 of the Covenant. He did not think the Polish amendment made this factevident.

M. HIITONEN (Finland) was also surprised that the entry of armed forces into a foreign
territory should be considered as a mere threat of war. He thought that this would
considerably restrict the scope of the prohibition of war and of the obligation to use peaceful
means for settling international disputes. Conventions already existed, such as the Rhine
Agreement, which regarded the entry of armed forces into a foreign territory, or a demilitarised
zone, as an act of war. He found it difficult to believe that, in the event of a flagrant violation
of such a provision of an international agreement, the parties would still agree to rely on the
Council providing for the withdrawal of the forces. He approved the Polish proposal as it
gave greater consideration to Articles 10 and 11 of the Covenant. The principle should be laid
down that any violation of Article 10 of the Covenant was a very grave occurrence. Never-
theless, it might sometimes be opportune for the Council to be given the possibility of employing
conciliatory measures, even at that time. He proposed accordingly that the first paragraph
of the Polish amendment be followed by the text given below:

"In the event of the continuous entrance of the land, naval, or air forces of one of the
High Contracting Parties into the territory or territorial waters of another High
Contracting Party, or a zone demilitarised in virtue of international agreements, if the
Council considers that the present Convention is still applicable and lays down measures
for ensuring the withdrawal of the said forces, the High Contracting Parties, parties to the
dispute, shall comply with these measures without delay.

M. COLBAN (Norway) was in favour of maintaining the first paragraph of Article 2 for
the reasons given on the previous day by Lord Cecil.

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought the apprehensions expressed by M. Sokal and M. Hiitonen
were due to a misunderstanding. The text did not mean that in all cases where a territory
was violated the Council would consider that there was only a threat of war. It simply meant
that in certain cases it might be considered that there was merely a threat of war, and it was
for these cases that the Council was given certain powers by the Convention. M. Massigli
was in favour of endeavouring to find a formula which would make this point clearer.

M. HIITONEN (Finland) recognised that M. Massigli's explanations were calculated to
lessen his anxiety. He had been particularly afraid that the Great Powers might seem to
be entitled to undertake armed intervention, without declaring war, in order to bring pressure
to bear on small States, which in their tum would hesitate to declare war even in such
circumstances.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought the present wording of the first paragraph had the
disadvantage of appearing to define a threat of war by assimilating it, in all cases, with an
invasion of territory. He proposed to make Article 2 into two articles, the first consisting
of the first paragraph and not including the words " in the event of a threat of war ", and the
second beginning with these words and including the remainder of Article 2.

M. SCHMIDT (Estonia) stated that his Government had had similar apprehensions to
those expressed by M. Sokal and M. Hiitonen. The explanations given by Lord Cecil and
M. Massigli had to a great extent relieved his mind. He thought that these explanations could
be incorporated in a new text.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) was very reluctant to make any change in the text, which
was the result of lengthy consideration; he was afraid a new text would give rise to still greater
difficulties. If the words " in the event of a threat of war " were omitted from the beginning
of the paragraph, the result would be that the provisions of the paragraph would also apply
tohich the powers given to the Council were obviously insufficient.

The text as drafted applied to serious occurrences which constituted a threat of war
only if the invaded country considered them as such, and took measures in consequence.
The League of Nations had already experienced such cases. He would be glad to be able to
give satisfaction to his colleagues whose fears appeared to him to be groundless.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) thought M. Sokal had clearly stated the dilemma:
either the incidents in question were insignificant, in which case the Convention was useless,
or an invasion with large forces had taken place, in which case other measures would have to
be applied. Another poirt which would make it difficult for the Parliaments to ratify the
Convention was that the obligations imposed on the contracting parties were clearly defined,
while the rights given to the Council were indefinite.
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M. SANDLER (Sweden) expressed his Government's satisfaction at the preparation of
this draft Convention. A radical change in the draft, such as that proposed by M. Sokal,
would compel the Governments to undertake a further thorough investigation.

The CHAIRMAN thought that in order to continue the discussion, a decision should be
arrived at on the principle laid down in the Polish delegation's amendment. He therefore
wished to take a vote on the omission of the first paragraph, without prejudice to any
amendments which might subsequently be made to this paragraph.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) was in favour of omitting the first paragraph. Article 11 of the
Covenant dealt with war and the threat of war, while the draft, the object of which was to
facilitate the application of Article 11, only referred to the threat of war. It would therefore
seem to be admitted that certain acts, really calculated to give rise to war, might be considered
as not involving this consequence. This was a dangerous weakening of Article 11.

MC. SOKAL (Poland) noted that his doubts were to some extent justified as they had found
such an echo in the Committee. He therefore thought the question should be referred to a
Drafting Committee without voting on te omission of the paragrgaph. If the Convention
were to be unanimously accepted, it was essential to draft a clear text whatever delay this
procedure might involve. The explanations given by M. Massigli and Lord Cecil had convinced
him that the invasion of the territory would only be considered as a threat of war if the invaded
country regarded it as such. But there was nothing in the text to authorise such an
interpretation. On the other hand, he was uneasy at the numerous expressions used, such
as " hostilities ", " penetration ", etc., to express the intermediate stages between peace and
war. This new terminology merely weakened the Covenant and, in particular, Article 16,
which did not establish any procedure for these intermediate stages. This was a danger which
might affect in particular the Disarmament Conference.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) did not object to the text being referred to a Drafting
Committee, but he must reserve full liberty of action if the new text arrived at weakened the
powers given to the Council by the present text.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) wished to submit the following suggestion to theDrafting
Committee : The large number of countries which had no fortified line of defence on their
frontiers might agree in time of peace to fix the neutral line which the draft Convention
empowers the Council to define in case of conflict. Since the Convention was to be concluded
for only five years, this proposal would apparently not be difficult to put into practice.

M. MELAS (Greece) thought the difference in opinion had been greatly reduced, and that
an agreement might be reached on the proposal to omit the words " in the event of a threat of
war " from the beginning of the article, and to place them after the expression " enter the
territory ".

M. SANDLER (Sweden) suggested that the Drafting Committee should consider the
insertion of " air forces " after the expression " land or naval forces "

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) had only one objection to the Polish proposal;
it made no mention of the withdrawal of land or naval forces, a measure which he thought
it essential should be maintained among the powers granted to the Council.

The CHAIRMAN, in accordance with Lord Cecil's request, opened the discussion on the
British amendment to insert the word " territorial " before the word " waters ".

Lord CECIL (British Empire) said that, as some delegations had wished the Convention
to apply both to the land and sea forces, attempts were made to find the greatest possible
analogy between the measures to be laid down for each of these forces. One of the difficulties
was that the high seas belonged to nobody; the question arose as to when a fleet could be said
to have invaded the territorial waters of the other contracting party. There was at present
a difference of opinion as to the extent of territorial waters; some held that they extended
three miles from land, while others said twelve miles. As the Special Committee could not
settle this dispute by an article in this Convention, it used the vague term " waters ". The
British Government considered that this solution was unsatisfactory, as no one could tell what
the term meant. It therefore proposed the expression " territorial waters ". It would
be easy for the Council in case of need to select the distance to be laid down. To choose an
arbitrary distance at the present time would have the disadvantage of prejudging the question
of territorial waters and would probably be inapplicable in the case of straits, channels, etc.

M. COLBAN (Norway) asked Dr. Lange to explain to the Committee why the present
text had been drafted as it had been. He was not himself convinced that a distance of three
miles would be sufficient for the case referred to in the draft Convention.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) replied that Lord Cecil had given an
objective summary of the reasons which led the Special Committee to adopt the present text
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Nevertheless, as it was a question of avoiding contact between the armed forces, and as at the
present time the range of weapons of naval forces considerably exceeded a three-mile limit,

it would be in accordance with the object of the Convention to authorise the Council not to

keep to this minimum distance. It was bet to leave thce bee Council full latitude on this point.
He also pointed out that the terms " eaux d'un pays " and " waters of a country " might
not have exactly the same meaning.

M. MASSIGLI (France) saw certain dangers in leaving any doubt as to the application of

the measures laid down by the Council, in view of the grave consequences which would be

involved, particularly in the matter of anctions, by the prim facie evidence of aggression
against the State which had not complied with those measures.

The expression territorial waters was clear, but in practice its interpretation varied

considerably. If this expression were employed here, countries which had hitherto employed
the narrowest interpretation might find it to their interest to adopt the opposite interpretation.
Three miles was too short a distance for the Council to authorise the stationing of a war
fleet so near to the coast of the other contracting party. There were two possible solutions,

either to rely on the judgment of the Council, or to fix an arbitrary distance, at the same time
making it clear that this did not prejudice the solution of the divergence regarding the
interpretation of the expression " territorial waters "

Lord CECIL (British Empire) urged that the sea forces should be treated in the same
manner as the land forces. With regard to the latter, the Council was authorised to demand
their withdrawal behind their own frontier, but if it wished these forces to withdraw beyond

a certain line inside their territory, the consent of the party concerned was required. If,
therefore, it were demanded that the fleets should withdraw far outside territorial waters
this analogy would o longer hold good. This is what would his t happen if the words " the waters "
were left in the text. It was therefore impossible to give full latitude to the Council, which
could only be limited between the two notions of territorial waters - namely, three miles
and twelve miles. The fixing of an arbitrary distance, as M. Massigli proposed, would in
many cases give rise to difficulties of application.

M. GOEPPERT (Germany) supported the British proposal. It was considered that the
frontier was violated if the military forces entered the territory of the other party; by analogy

the naval forces committed a violation if they entered the territorial waters of the other party.
The solution proposed by M. Massigli involved the further difficulty that it would not be known

from what point of the coast the arbitrary distance fixed by the Council should be calculated.

M. FRANgOIS (Netherlands) stated, as Rapporteur of the Commission of the Conference

on the Codification of International Law, which discussed the question of territorial waters,
that the term " waters " alone was ambiguous. The use of the expression " territorial

waters " was quite unobjectionable, provided the question of their extent was not touched.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that it was in regard to the object of these provisions

that the analogy should be sought for. The provision regarding the withdrawal of armed
forces was intended to reassure public opinion. Would this result be obtained if a fleet

remained outside territorial waters but at a short distance from the coast ? In the absence

of a common definition of territorial waters, and especially in view of the above consideration,

e thought it preferable to rely on the o judgment of the Council.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought it was a mistake to consider that the object of the

first paragraph was to prevent battle from breaking out. The real object of the paragraph
was to bring to an end the violation of the Covenant committed by the party which had
entered the territory of the other country. In order to convey this idea, each country's
definition of its own territory should be given in the text, and consequently territorial waters

should be included, and the evacuation of this territory or territorial waters by the forces
which had entered it should be provided for. The word " withdrawal " should therefore
be replaced by the word " evacuation "

The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion closed, and proposed to submit the first paragraph
to the Drafting Committee, with the Polish and British amendments which had just been
discussed.

This proposal was adopted.

11. Constitution of the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee should consist of the representatives
of Germany, the British Empire, Spain, France, Italy, Polarnd, Sweden and Uruguay.

This proposal was adopted.
.(The meeting rose at 7 p.m.)
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FOURTH MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, September 16th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

12. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: Discussion of the
Articles (continuation).

ARTICLE 2 (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN stated that, as the Drafting Committee had not finished its examination
of the questions referred to it, it was impossible to continue the discussion of Articles 3 and
following of the draft; the Committee could, however, discuss the following amendment
proposed by the British delegation:

Add to the first paragraph of Article 2:

" It is understood that the measures referred to in the first paragraph of Article 2

of the present Convention shall not prejudice the right of free passage through the Suez
Canal provided for in the Convention respecting Free Navigation of the Suez Maritime
Canal signed at Constantinople on October 29th, 1888."

Lord CECIL (British Empire) explained that, as the Suez Canal formed the most important
means of communication between the East and the West, his amendment concerned all
sea-going countries in whose interest it was that the canal should remain open under all
circumstances, and that the Convention of Constantinople regarding the statute of the canal
in time of war should be applied.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought the entire Committee agreed
that the British amendment was well-founded. But unless the Suez Canal were an absolutely
unique case, of which he was unaware, such a provision should not be inserted in the Convention
but mentioned in the report.

The British amendment was referred to the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the Polish proposal to insert in Article 2

provisions for the case of a State violating its undertakings in respect of armaments (see
second meeting, No. 8).

General DE MARINIS (Italy) found it difficult to admit that even a minor violation of an
undertaking in respect of armaments might ipso facto constitute a threat of war. The draft

Convention for the Reduction of Armaments provided for the existence of a Commission to
supervise the execution of the Convention. If that Commission worked normally, a violation
serious enough to constitute a threat of war could not take place.

Moreover, measures to be applied in case of an infringement of disarmament undertakings
should be contained in the Disarmament Convention itself. If such a violation were placed
on the same footing as a refusal to withdraw troops which had violated foreign territory,
the Council might be placed in an impossible position.

Iike Lord Cecil, he thought great caution should be shown in making changes in a text
which had been under discussion for three years, and that attempts should be made to avoid

introducing proposals which would involve a postponement until next year and would have
a bad effect on public opinion.

Sir Thomas VWILFORD (New Zealand) said he had no instructions to accept the radical
proposals made by the Polish delegation; he could only accept the text as it stood with some
minor amendments. In order to avoid such situations in future, it might be well to fix a
time-limit for the receipt of proposed amendments, so that Governments of distant countries
might have time to consider them and to instruct their delegations.

M. MASSIGLI (France) could hardly admit that delegations should not have the right to
submit amendments during the discussion. Moreover, the Polish delegation's proposals
had been known for some time and were included in the Special Committee's report.

The Polish proposal was of great interest ; a violation of a limitation of armaments might,
in certain cases, constitute a serious threat of war. The draft Convention, however, did not
apply to all cases of threats of war, but only to those defined in the first paragraph of Article 2.
He therefore proposed to refer the Polish proposal to the Disarmament Conference.
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M. SOKAL (Poland) supported M. Massigli's remarks regarding the right of delegations to
submit amendments.

He did not object to the proposal being referred to the Disarmament Conference, but
pointed out that that Conference would include non-member States who did not recognise
the Council's authority. His proposal therefore ran the risk of not being taken into
consideration. As it could only affect Member States, it could be more suitably included in
the draft under discussion than in the Disarmament Convention.

Moreover, he could not admit that the Convention should be restricted to the case of a
threat of war accompanied by an invasion. If it were desired to prevent war, all cases of
threats of war should be provided for, and the violation of an undertaking in respect of
armaments certainly constituted such a threat.

The Drafting Committee was experiencing difficulty in drafting the first paragraph of
Article 2, because invasion came so near to war that it was impossible to draw a line between
the threat and war itself. On the other hand, the Polish proposal made it possible to take
really preventive action in cases where war was still only threatening and there had been no
invasion.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought the entire Committee agreed that the principle of the
Polish proposal should be included in a Convention. But the Preparatory Commission had
already laid down a procedure in this connection which was more effective than that now
proposed by the Pclish delegation. The two methods should be discussed, and this could
more usefully be done at the Disarmament Conference.

M. SOKAL (Poland), in order to show his desire for conciliation, agreed to withdraw his
amendment if the Committee accepted the principle. The sympathetic reception given to
his proposal by Lord Cecil and M. Massigli was a sign that it would be favourably examined
by the Disarmament Conference, and would have a satisfactory result.

The CHAIRMAN stated that it was for the Rapporteur to express the feeling of the
Committee on the Polish proposal, the discussion of which was closed.

(The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m.)

FIFTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 17th, 1931, at 4 p.m.

Chairman : M. MUNCH (Denmark).

13. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: Discussion of the
Articles (continuation).

ARTICLE 2 (continuation).

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), as Chairman of the Drafting Committee, stated that the
latter had succeeded in drawing up the following text for the first paragraph of Article 2,
to which the Polish delegation, while maintaining its own point of view, would, in a spirit
of conciliation, not object.

" If, in circumstances which, in the Council's opinion, do not create a state of war
between the powers in question, which are parties to the present Convention, the forces
of one of these powers have entered the territory or territorial waters of the other (or a
zone demilitarised in virtue of international agreements) or have flown over such territory,
the Council may prescribe measures to ensure its evacuation by these forces. The
High Contracting Parties undertake to carry out without delay the measures so prescribed
without prejudice to the other powers vested in the Council under Article 11 of the
Covenant. "

This text obviated the Polish delegation's difficulty, which was that the original text
might imply that all cases of invasion would, a priori, be regarded only as threats of war.
Moreover, in order to make it clear that, when the Council had to take a decision, the injured
party could be heard, the report would mention this question in the following words proposed
by Lord Cecil:

" It must be remembered -that this is a Convention for the Prevention of War.
It does not apply when war has broken out. When that has happened, other remedies
and sanctions are provided by the Covenant. No doubt, theoretical difficulties may be
raised as to when war actually has broken out. Probably nothing better can be said
on the subject than the following passage in the report by M. de Brouckere . . .



This paragraph would be followed by an extract of M. de Brouckere's report stating the
conditions which must be fulfilled before a country can be regarded as having resorted to
war (document A.14.1927, page 69, paragraph 5).

The present text of the first paragraph included the word " territorial ", before the word
"waters ", but the report would make it clear that this was without prejudice to the solution
of the difference of opinion on the extent of these waters.

The words " acting in virtue of the provisions of Article 11 " had been replaced by the
words " without prejudice to the other powers vested in the Council under Article 11 of the
Covenant ", and placed at the end of the article in order to show that the measures provided
for were taken without the consent of the parties to the dispute. The Committee proposed
to deal with the question of the Suez Canal in a special protocol attached to the Convention,
but before doing so, to enquire whether there were other similar cases of channels remaining
open in war-time, even when the sovereign power was itself at war.

The British proposal to insert the words " with which it is in dispute " had become
unnecessary, since the present text only referred to the case which the British delegation had
in view - namely, an invasion with hostile intention. The question of air forces had also
been regulated. In addition, the report would make a reference in this connection to the last
paragraph of Article 2, which might apply in particular to aircraft flying over a territory.

Lastly, the French delegation had proposed an amendment which would take into account
the special conditions of certain demilitarised zones. The Drafting Committee had not
thought fit to take a decision on this subject.

The CHAIRMAN reserved for the present the question of demilitarised zones, which did
not affect the remainder of the Convention, and opened the discussion on the text proposed
by the Drafting Committee.

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) thought the wording proposed might give rise
to difficulties of application in the case of countries whose frontiers had not been delimited.
In such cases, it would be difficult to state whether troops had entered the territory of a
foreign country or not. He thought M. Buero had had occasion to acquaint the Drafting
Committee with this situation, which existed in certain countries in America.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) replied that the situation referred to by M. Caballero had not
escaped his attention, and that he had intended to draft a suitable text, but the discussions
in the Drafting Committee had convinced him that it was impossible to bring the numerous
cases of threats of war within the sphere of application of the Convention. He had therefore
abandoned the idea of referring to this particular case in order not to complicate a very
delicate wording. He thought it preferable to ignore the situation referred to by M. Caballero.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought that the Council would be justified, in principle, in
considering the territories referred to by M. Caballero as neutral. Their invasion would
be prohibited in the same way as that of demilitarised zones, and the invading country would be
obliged to ensure the evacuation of these territories by its troops. Such a suggestion was
possible, but it was a case of such delicacy that the final decision should be left to the wisdom
of the Council.1

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) agreed with M. Buero's suggestion, and stated
that he had only wished to make a general remark and not to refer to special cases.

The first paragraph of Article 2 was adopted as proposed by the Drafting Committee.
The Committee decided to ask the Legal Section of the Secretariat to prepare a draft Protocol

regarding the Suez Canal, corresponding exactly with the British amendment.

ARTICLE 2 (continuation).

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Further, should the Council deem it necessary to fix lines which must not be passed
by their land, naval or air forces and, where necessary in order to avoid incidents, by
their civil aircraft, the High Contracting Parties undertake to comply with the Council's
recommendations in this matter.

The lines referred, to in the previous paragraph shall, if possible, be fixed by
agreement with the parties to the dispute.

" Failing such agreement, the Council shall fix the lines with the consent of the party
whose forces are affected, provided always that this does not involve the withdrawal
of the forces further back than the exterior lines of the defence organisations existing
on the frontier of the High Contracting Parties concerned at the time when the Council
of the League of Nations takes its decision, and that the lines do not involve the
abandonment of any other work, position or line of communication essential to the
security or the supplies of the party concerned.

" It shall in every case rest with the Council to determine the period within which
the said lines shall be fixed under the conditions specified above.

" The Htigh Contracting Parties further agree to give strict orders to the commanders
of their forces, if the Council so recommends, to take all necessary precautions to avoid
incidents."

1 This observation of M. de Madariaga did not appear in the provisional minutes.
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M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) stated that the word " further " should be replaced at the
beginning of the second paragraph by the words " in all cases of a threat of war ", so that the
measures laid down in the above texts should apply to all cases of a threat of war, even if
there were no invasion.

M. SOKAL (Poland) did not agree with this change.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) supported the proposed change which was indispensable.
In 'reply to M. Sokal, he pointed out that the measures in the first paragraph, which referred
only to the case of invasion, were taken without the consent of the parties, while the measures
subsequently referred to in the article, which applied to all cases, required the consent of the
parties.

M. SOKAL (Poland) wished to reserve his opinion until the final reading of the draft.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought it advisable for the Council to study in advance the
lines referred to in Article 2. This did not mean that demilitarised zones should be established,
but if there were a threat of war and urgent action became necessary, discussions on the
position of these lines might involve the loss of valuable time. He thought it would be
possible to insert a paragraph in the report to this effect.

Article 2 was adopted with the reservation of the Polish delegation.

ARTICLE 3.

"The Council shall, if it thinks fit, or if one of the parties to the dispute so requests
before the Council has reached any of the decisions referred to in Article 2, appoint
commissioners for the sole purpose of verifying on the spot the execution of the
conservatory measures of a military character recommended by the Council under the
conditions specified in the preceding article.

" When regulating the execution of the measures it has prescribed, the Council
shall, at the reasoned request of a High Contracting Party which is a party to the dispute,
cause that execution to coincide with the arrival of the commissioners on the spot, so far
as it may think necessary.

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to afford these commissioners every
facility for the performance of their duties.

" The commissioners may not make a more extensive inspection than is necessary
to enable them to carry out the duty defined in paragraph 1. Nor may they make any
inspection of a naval or air base, nor may they inspect military works or establishments
for any purpose other than to verify the withdrawal of the forces.

" The rules to be followed for the composition and working of commissions of control
shall be embodied in executive regulations which shall be prepared by the competent
organs of the League of Nations, so as to enter into force at the same time as the present
Convention."
Article 3 was adopted.

ARTICLE 4.

" If any violation of the measures defined in Article 2 is noted by the Council, and
continues in spite of its injunctions, the Council shall consider what means of all kinds
are necessary to ensure the execution of the present Convention.

" Should war break out as a consequence of this violation, such violation shall be
regarded by the High Contracting Parties as prima facie evidence that the party guilty
thereof has resorted to war within the meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) thought the text of the second paragraph was not quite clear.
It was uncertain whether it only constituted evidence, or also considered the application
of sanctions without the other conditions of Article 16 being fulfilled - namely, recourse to
war contrary to the undertakings of Articles 12, 13 or 15 of the Covenant. For his part, he
had no objection to extending the sanctions to cases where a State had violated the unanimous
decisions of the Council, even if it had not infringed Articles 12, 13 or 15 of the Covenant.
Such an extension of the sanctions had moreover been approved by the Swedish delegation
during the discussions for bringing the Pact of Paris and the Covenant of the League of Nations
into harmony.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) replied that this question had been
thoroughly discussed by the Special Committee and was dealt with in its report, which
stated that " the question of the methods of application of Article 16 of the Covenant remains
intact ". A violation of the measures laid down by the Convention was not calculated to
bring about automatically the application of sanctions. It was only prima facie evidence of
aggression and formed an element for the Council's judgment, so long as proof to the contrary,
which was possible, had not been brought.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) was also of opinion that the application of sanctions was
not extended by the Convention. For Article 16 to come into force, a number of conditions
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were necessary, but the final condition was that one of the parties had resorted to war. The
paragraph under discussion merely stated that the signatories of the Convention agreed to
regard it as prima facie evidence that a country had resorted to war if it had violated the
decisions of the Council. But this was only prima facie evidence and not proof.

M. FRANCOIS (Netherlands) said that the Netherlands delegation did not maintain theee
reservation mentioned on this point in Dr. Lange's report. It was understood that any
Member of the League of Nations had full right to decide whether Article 16 was applicable
or not to a definite case. Nevertheless, the fact that the violations in question constituted
prima facie evidence was not opposed to the provisions of the Covenant.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) said he had quite understood that the article referred to prima
facie evidence, and although his remark went further, he would be satisfied with an explanation
in the report.

M. COLBAN (Norway) proposed that, in view of the importance of this paragraph which
concerned the Covenant, the First Committee of the Assembly should be consulted with
regard to the wording.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) suggested that, in order not to delay the work, the legal
adviser of the Secretariat should be consulted.

M. BARANDON (member of the Legal Section of the Secretariat) thought it unnecessary
to make a fresh study of the text, which had been drawn up by a committee composed largely
of lawyers. The part of Dr. Lange's report relating to constitutional questions had been
drawn up by M. Rutgers with the assistance of the Legal Section.

M. COLBAN (Norway) did not insist on his proposal, though he considered that the text
might be improved by specifying, in the second pargraph, that the violation referred to in
that paragraph was the same as that mentioned in the first paragraph i.e., a violation
noted by the Council.

Article 4 was adopted.
ARTICLE 5.

" In the cases referred to in Articles 1, 2, 3 and 4, the Council's decisions and
recommendations shall, except as otherwise provided in those articles, be binding for the
purposes of the present Convention, provided that they are concurred in by all the
Members voting, other than the parties to the dispute."

Article 5 was adopted.

ARTICLE 6.

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to provide, by the means at their disposal,
such publicity as the Council may recommend for its proceedings, decisions and
recommendations, when a dispute is brought before it in the cases contemplated by the
present Convention."

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thought the article was too weak. It was a question of
putting before the public opinion of the countries concerned the point of view of such a high
authority as the Council in the very words of the Council. The article, however, confined
itself to the statement that the parties undertook to provide such publicity as the Council
might recommend. He proposed to replace the word " recommend " by the expression
" think fit".

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) supported this amendment.

This amendment was adopted.

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought the provisions of Article 5 should be extended to this
article in order to exclude from voting the parties to the dispute.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought publicity was a question of
procedure which the Council could decide by a majority vote.

M. MASSIGLI (France) wished in particular to exclude the vote of the parties concerned,
especially as, if he had correctly understood M. de Madariaga, the Council might draw up a
special text with a view to producing certain political effects.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought the intention of the author was to be satisfied with a
majority vote, and for that reason the text used the word "recommend" rather than the
word " decide ".

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed with M. Massigli that, if the Council wished to exercise
moral authority over public opinion, the text which it published should be drawn up
unanimously without the vote of the parties concerned.



Baron RAMEL (Sweden) pointed out that this article had been inserted at the suggestion

of the Swedish delegation, which considered that a majority vote was sufficient. If there were

any doubt about this question, however, he proposed to refer it to the Drafting Committee.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) urged the importance of the question. It was of little
consequence that the Council decide by a majority vote as to the mechanical procedure of
publication. There should, however, be unanimity on the substance of the publication.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought M. de Madariaga overestimated
the importance of the question. He agreed with Baron Ramel that, if unanimous decisions
were taken on the substance of the dispute, there would be no difficulty in respect of the
publication of these decisions.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that unanimity was a fundamental rule of the
Covenant, that the drafters of the Convention under discussion were very careful not to
restrict the Council's powers, and that, under these circumstances, it was not advisable to
change the rule regarding unanimity.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought the question was of no
importance, and that the Committee could decide it in either sense without referring it to the
Drafting Committee.

. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) regretted it should be stated that the Committee attached a ono
importance to this question. This article was possibly the most necessary of the entire
Convention. If a country were in a warlike state of mind it would not be stopped by the

threats of Article 16 but by changing its state of mind. The article was badly drafted, and

there was confusion in the use of the word " publicity ". This word implied in the first place

the publication or distribution of documents, for which he agreed the Council might decide
by a majority vote; but it also implied the form in which the Council brought its opinion

to the knowledge of the countries concerned. In this sense, unanimity was required. In

order to preclude this ambiguity, he proposed that the paragraph should be worded as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to provide by means at their disposal

such publicity as the Council, on a majority vote, may think fit for its proceedings, decisions,

recommendations and opinions.

It would thus be clear that the Council's opinions should also be given unanimously
without the vote of the parties concerned. M. de Madariaga agreed that this amendment
should be referred to the Drafting Committee.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) strongly urged his colleagues not to refer to the Drafting
Committee a question which could be settled immediately in one way or another, without
in any way altering either the value or scope of the Convention.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) said that although he had proposed the text calling for a majority
vote he was prepared to adopt Lord Cecil's opinion and did not insist on his proposal.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) agreed with M. de Madariaga that the question was extremely
important. It was for the Council itself to decide, in each case, whether the question was one
of procedure or of substance. This could not be decided by the Convention. If the Council

desired to publish only the final text resulting from its discussion there was no doubt that this

was a mere question of procedure; if, on the other hand, the Council wished to take special

political action, which might influence public opinion, by special means such as were used,

for instance, for commercial publicity, it would have to decide first whether this was a question

of procedure or of substance. Under these circumstances, the article should be left unchanged.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) did not share M. Tumedei's opinion, the result of which

would be that the objection of one party would be sufficient to prevent publicity. A choice

must be made between unanimity without the parties concerned or a majority vote.

proposed could be accepted - namely, that of the Special Committee supported by M. Tumedei,

Baron Ramel's proposal, or the proposal of unanimity, but he wished to malke reservations
regarding M. de Madariaga's proposal to add the word " opinions " to the expressions
describing the Council's acts; this word had never been used up to the present to express one
of those acts.

The Committee adopted the principle of unanimity.

The CHAIRMAN stated that this decision involved a change in the order of Articles 5 and 6,
and a reference to Article 6 in the first line of Article 5.

ARTICLE 7.

" The provisions of the present Convention shall only apply as between the High
Contracting Parties."
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Lord CECIL (British Empire) stated that in the Minutes of the Special Committee
(document A.14.1931.VII, page 32), he was alleged to have made a certain statement. This
statement did not make sense as applied to Article 7. As it might give rise to some
misconception, he asked that it should be treated as non-existent.

Mr. MURPHY (Irish Free State) said that, as representative of the Irish Free State on the
Commission, he was very grateful to Lord Cecil for his remarks regarding the misleading
paragraph attributed to him in the Minutes of the Special Committee. It was, of course,
no more necessary to have an article in the Convention making it clear that Great Britain's
signature was not binding upon the Irish Free State than it was necessary to have an article
in the Convention making it clear that an Irish signature was not binding on any other Member
of the League of Nations. The Irish Free State could only become a contracting party to a
Convention by virtue of the signature of an Irish plenipotentiary. When the Irish Free State
accepted a convention, whether by way of ratification or accession, it did so as a separate
contracting party.

Mr. Murphy asked that Lord Cecil's statement, as well as his own remarks, be included in
the Minutes of the Commission.

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa), in regard to the Union of South Africa, associated
himself with Mr. Murphy's remarks.

Article 7 was adopted.
ARTICLE 8.

"The present Convention may not be interpreted as restricting the task or the powers
of the Council of the League of Nations as laid down in the Covenant."
Article 8 was adopted.

ARTICLE 9.

" The present Convention shall remain open until ...................... for signatures on
behalf of any Member of the League of Nations or of any non-member State to which the
Council of the League of Nations has communicated a copy of the Convention for this
purpose. 

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire) suggested that the date February 2nd, 1932, should be
inserted in this article.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) pointed out that the Special Committee
had left the date blank, as also in Article 11, so that the Assembly might insert it. He supported
Mr. Cadogan's proposal.

Article 9 was adopted with the amendment by the British delegation.

ARTICLE 10.

"The present Convention is subject to ratification. Ratifications shall be deposited
with the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

"The Secretary-General shall give notice of the deposit of each ratification to the
Members of the League of Nations and to the non-member States mentioned in Article 9,
indicating the date of its deposit."
Article 10 was adopted.

ARTICLE 11.

" As from ......................... (date), any Member of the League of Nations and any
non-member State mentioned in Article 9 on whose behalf the Convention has not been
signed before that date may accede thereto.

"Accession shall be effected by an instrument deposited with the Secretariat of the
League of Nations. The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall give notice
of each accession to the Members of the League of Nations and to the non-member States
mentioned in Article 9, indicating the date of the deposit of the instrument. "

Article 11 was adopted with the date February 3rd, 1932.
(The meeting rose at 7 p.m.)



SIXTH MEETING.

Held on Friday, September 18th, 1931, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

14. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War: Discussion of the
Articles (continuation).

ARTICLE 12.

"A proces-verbal shall be drawn up by the Secretary-General of the League of
Nations as soon as ratifications or accessions on behalf of ............. Members of the League
of Nations or non-member States have been deposited.

"A certified copy of this proces-verbal shall be sent by the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations to each Member of the League of Nations and to each non-member
State mentioned in Article 9."

M. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that, the Convention imposed on the Council, if not
new obligations, at any rate new responsibilities. There must therefore be the certitude
that the Council would accept these responsibilities. Two solutions were possible: either
the Convention could be put into force only after all the members, or at any rate all the
permanent members, of the Council had ratified it; or, as soon as a small number of States -
say, three or five - had ratified, the Council would be called upon to declare whether it
accepted the responsibilities devolving from the Convention. He preferred the second
solution, which would appear capable of a more rapid application.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) wondered to what extent future non-permanent members of
the Council would be bound by the acceptance of a solution by the Council as at present
composed.

M. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that, if new members of the Council were not bound
by its previous decisions, each new Council would have to repeat all the work hitherto
accomplished.

He proposed to add the following phrase to the end of the first paragraph of Article 12:
" . . .and as soon as the Council has accepted the responsibilities which will

fall upon it in respect of the application of Articles 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the present
Convention ".

General DE MARINIS (Italy) proposed to suppress, in M. Massigli's amendment, the
reference to Articles 1, 2, 3 and 4.

M. MASSIGLI (France) agreed.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) thought the Council's responsibilities
would not be increased by the Convention, which, on the contrary, would help it to apply
measures for which, in certain cases, it was already responsible. Nevertheless, he did not
object to drawing the Council's attention to this new instrument which was placed at its
disposal.

M. MASSIGLI (France) continued in thinking that, even if the Council's responsibilities
were not increased, they would at any rate be more clearly defined, especially by Article 3.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) thought M. Massigli's amendment required further reflection.
Under the Convention, the Council could take grave decisions. Provision should therefore be
made for cases where members of the Council might not all be in the same situation as regards
the Convention. He proposed that, before the Convention could enter into force, the
ratifications of four permanent members of the Council should be required.

The CHAIRMAN proposed first to fix the number of ratifications required.

M. GOEPPERT (Germany) proposed that the number should be twenty. Such a high
figure would have the advantage of binding a great number of States; he thought this preferable
for a general convention, and that it would induce States to send their ratifications in more
quickly.

Lord CECIL (British Empire), on the contrary, thought the Convention should be put
into force as quickly as possible so that States so desiring might have the benefit of it. He
proposed that the number should be five.

On M. Goeppert's new proposal, the Committee adopted the number ten.



The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on M. Sandler's amendment to add the words
"four of whom must be permanent members of the Council ". This amendment, if accepted,
would make M. Massigli's proposal unnecessary.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) pointed out that this Convention would be of much greater
value to the small Powers than to the big Powers; it would be a disadvantage for the small
Powers to have to wait for the ratification of four big Powers.

M. MASSIGLI (France) did not think his amendment and that of M. Sandler were in
contradiction.- The fact that four permanent members had accepted the responsibilities
would not mean that the Council as a body had accepted them.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) pointed out that this was a political
question and the Special Committee had therefore not discussed it.

Under M. Massigli's amendment, the Council might postpone the putting into force
even if M. Sandler's proposal were adopted, while, on the other hand, each State, in applying
the third paragraph of Article 13, might specify that it made the coming into force dependent
on the accession of four permanent members of the Council. Under these conditions, he was
not certain that M. Sandler's proposal was very useful.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) recognised that Dr. Lange's argument was logical, but he would
have preferred that a general rule should be established in Article 12. He wondered whether,
under M. Massigli's amendment, a State not bound by the Convention was compelled to
apply the rule regarding prima facie evidence contained in Article 4.

M. MASSIGLI (France) would try to reply to this particularly delicate question and he
hoped his explanation would not give rise to any objections.

In so far as the application of Article 16 depended on a free decision by each State,
he did not see how the provisionin question could change in any way the rights granted
in this matter to any Member of the League.

In so far as this provision would serve to help the Council to determine the aggressor,
a State member of the Council could obviously not fail to take it into account and could not
restrict, so far as it was concerned, the import which the contracting parties intended to give
to this provision.

M. Sandler's amendment was rejected by eighteen votes to three.

M. Massigli's amendment was adopted.

M. SANDLER (Sweden) asked if the ten ratifications required would include those deposited
subject to a reservation.

M. BARANDON (Legal Section of the Secretariat) thought the Committee would
unanimously agree that, in accordance with precedents, ratifications were valid if they were
deposited unconditionally or if the conditions of any reservation were fulfilled. He proposed
to leave the text unchanged but to mention the interpretation in the report.

Article 12, as amended, was adopted.

ARTICLE 13.

" The present Convention shall enter into force on the ninetieth day after the date
of the proces-verbal mentioned in Article 12 as regards all Members of the League of
Nations or non-member States on whose behalf ratifications or accessions have been
deposited on -the date of the proces-verbal.

" As regards any Member of the League or non-member State on whose behalf a
ratification or accession is subsequently deposited, the Convention shall enter into force
on the ninetieth day after the date of the deposit of ratification or accession on its behalf.

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall have the right to inform the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations at the moment of the deposit of his ratification or of the
notification of his accession, to the exclusion of all other reservations, that he makes the
entry into force of the Convention, in so far as he is concerned, conditional on ratification
or accession on behalf of certain countries named by him. "

Mr. MURPHY (Irish Free State) said that, under Article 18 of the Convention, a treaty
could not come into force between the parties until it was registered. Article 15 of the
Convention stated that it would only be registered after it had come into force. These
statements were contradictory. He proposed that, while Article 15 should be omitted,
Article 13 should be worded as follows:

" The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the
League of Nations on the ninetieth day after the date of the proces-verbal mentioned in
Article 12. It shall thereupon enter into force . . .

M. BARANDON (Legal Section of the Secretariat) agreed that Mr. Murphy's remarks were
logical.

Article 13 was adopted as amended.



ARTICLE 14.

" The present Convention may not be denounced before the expiration of five years
from its coming into force in accordance with Article 13.

" Denunciation shall be effected by a notification in writing addressed to the

Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall inform all Members of the League
of Nations and the non-member States mentioned in Article 9.

" Each denunciation shall take effect one year after the receipt by the Secretary-
General of the notification, but only as regards the High Contracting Party on whose
behalf it has been notified."

M. SANDLER (Sweden) asked whether the Convention would remain in force if the
denunciations received brought the number of High Contracting Parties below the figure
ten mentioned in Article 12.

Dr. LANGE (Rapporteur of the Special Committee) replied that the Convention would
remain in force, but that the contracting parties could denounce it.

Article 14 was adopted.
ARTICLE 15.

" The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the League
of Nations as soon as it has entered into force. "

Article 15 was omitted in view of the adoption of Article 13.

ARTICLE 16.

" The French and English texts of the present Convention shall both be authoritative.

" IN FAITH WHEREOF the above-mentioned Plenipotentiaries have signed the present
Convention.

DONE at .................. on the ................. in a single copy, which shall be
deposited in the archives of the Secretariat of the League of Nations, and of which
certified true copies shall be transmitted by the Secretary-General to all the Members
of the League of Nations and to any non-member State to which the Council of the
League of Nations has decided to communicate a copy of the present Convention, in
accordance with Article 9.
A rticle 16 was adopted.

PREAMBLE.

[Names of the High Contracting Parties.]

" Being sincerely desirous of developing mutual confidence by increasing the efficacy
of the means of preventing war,

" Noting that, for this purpose, the task of the Council of the League of Nations
in ensuring peace and conciliation might be facilitated by undertakings assumed voluntarily
in advance by the States,

" Have decided to conclude a Convention and have for that purpose appointed as
their plenipotentiaries:

[Designation of Plenipotentiaries.]

' Who, having deposited their full powers found in good and true form, have agreed
as follows:"

M. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that this Preamble was no longer applicable, since the
Convention was open for signature until February 2nd, 1932; it might be possible to follow
the procedure adopted for the General Act on Arbitration, which remained open for signature
under similar conditions.

M. BARANDON (Legal Section of the Secretariat) agreed with this remark and requested
that there should be an adjournment.

15. Co-operation of Women in the Work of the League of Nations.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on paragraph (a) of the following draft resolution
proposed by the Spanish delegation:

" The Assembly,
" Considering that the organisation of peace demands the maintenance of an

international spirit freed from all prejudices and misconceptions;
" Convinced of the necessity of ensuring that the Press of all nations receives as

impartial and complete information as possible:
" Requests the Council to consider the possibility of studying:

" (a) Means of associating feminine action and feminine feeling with the work
of the League of Nations by an effective and direct collaboration;

" (b) Means for preventing, with the assistance of the Press, the dissemination
of such false information as may hinder the maintenance of peace and goodwill
among the peoples ".



MI. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed that the ideas contained in paragraphs (a) and (b)
should be discussed separately; they had only been united in the same resolution by the
Spanish delegation because the action of women and the action of the Press were, in its
opinion, the most powerful means of creating the moral atmosphere necessary for the
maintenance of peace.

The collaboration of women was in harmony with the spirit of the Covenant, which
granted equal rights to men and women in the League Organisations. Spain was particularly
interested in this question. In January last, the General Association of Spanish Women
suggested that a conference of women should be called to assist in disarmament and the
organisation of peace. The Spanish resolution had aroused great interest among the various
international feminine organisations, and this interest had been shown in various ways.
He thought the resolution should be merely transmitted to the Assembly, which would
forward it to the Council, which would have the question considered.

It was therefore advisable not to indicate in advance what the results of this consideration
should be.

Princess CANTACUZENE (Roumania) supported the Spanish delegation's proposal. It
was impossible in questions of peace and disarmament not to appeal to the women and mothers.
If the Assembly adopted the resolution, the women of all countries would interpret this to
mean that it had expressed a desire for the closer and more official co-operation of women
with the League of Nations, and that means should be found at the Disarmament Conference
to give women a part worthy of their high pacifist mission.

Madame SZELAGOWSKA (Poland) stated that the Polish Government, which greatly
appreciated the collaboration of women, especially in the sphere of moral disarmament,
supported the Spanish resolution and proposed the following draft resolution:

" Considering the draft resolution of the Spanish delegation, which aims at
associating feminine action and feminine feeling with the work of the League of Nations
by an effective and direct collaboration;

" Recalling Article 7 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which declares that
all positions under or in connection with the League shall be open equally to men and
women:

"The Assembly invites the Government of the States Members of the League of
Nations to consider the possibility of the participation of women in the delegations to the
General Disarmament Conference".

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) expressed his sympathy with the Spanish proposal and
with the ideas of the previous speakers. In principle, his Government thought the participation
of women in the Disarmament Conference would be useful.

M. HIITONEN (Finland) thought the intention of the Spanish resolution was to pay due
homage to women and their work for peace, but the text gave the impression that hitherto
women had done nothing in favour of the League of Nations or of peace. He proposed to
amend the text as follows:

" The Assembly requests the Council to consider the possibility of making the
collaboration of women in the work of the League of Nations more intensive and
productive ".

M. BUERO (Uruguay) said his Government warmly supported the Spanish resolution.
If the two paragraphs (a) and (b) were separated into two different resolutions, he would
propose the following text for the question of the collaboration of women:

" Considering that the organisation of peace demands the maintenance of an
international spirit free from all prejudices and misconceptions, and that, in this
connection, the collaboration of women in the work of the League of Nations, which
is already provided for in respect of its international officials by Article 7 of the Covenant,
would be of great value, especially on the occasion of the coming Disarmament Conference:

"The Assembly requests the Council to consider the possibility of studying means
of associating feminine action and feminine feeling with the work of the League of Nations
by direct collaboration ".

This would satisfy the Polish and Roumanian delegations by referring to the Disarmament
Conference, without, however, imposing obligations on the Governments in respect of the
composition of their delegations.

Sir Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand) pointed out that the English translation of the
Spanish draft resolution was very unfortunate. He would like to know exactly the meaning
of the resolution. He thought that if women wished to be delegates to the Disarmament
Conference they should be appointed by the Governments of their own country.

M. D'AvILA LIMA (Portugal) had the greatest sympathy with the activity of women and
supported the Spanish proposal, which was both useful and gallant.

M. POLITIS (Greece) had the greatest admiration for feminine organisations and in
particular for their work in the social sphere. They could certainly do much for peace.
If the object of the Spanish proposal were to request the Council to study the best method of
using women for propaganda in favour of peace, he entirely subscribed to it, but he opposed
the resolution if its object were to make room for feminine organisations at the side of the
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official delegations at the Disarmament Conference. In fact, there would be no reason not
to grant the same right to older and more powerful political organisations, such as the Second
International, or the Universal Confederation of Freemasons.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) entirely shared M. Politis' opinion as to the nature of the
Disarmament Conference; it was impossible to admit organisations or individuals other than
the official delegations.

He had always been a partisan of equal rights for men and women, but he would be
opposed to any resolution placing women in a more advantageous position simply because
they were women. If the Governments desired, they could delegate women to the Conference,
but it was impossible to recommend them to do so.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) accepted all the changes in form which had been suggested.
He preferred the text suggested by M. Buero. With regard to the substance of the resolution,
the interpretation to be put upon it was the first one mentioned by M. Politis. The sole
intention of the Spanish delegation had been to urge the preparation of an atmosphere
favourable to the Conference by means of propaganda undertaken by women. It was
possible for women to exercise influence in particular at the moment when the consciousness
of the child was being formed and when the political ideas of the adult were being developed;
this influence could also be exercised by supervision over school books. This idea merged into
that of the practical collaboration of women in the mechanism of the League of Nations.
He was not opposed to this, but it was not his main idea.

M. HIITONEN (Finland) pointed out that M. Buero's text gave the impression that it was
solely the fault of men if there were not an international spirit free from all prejudice.

M. MASSIGLI (France) approved the Spanish proposal with the interpretation put upon
it by M. Politis and Lord Cecil. Moreover, he approved it because, for the first time, it
raised the question of moral disarmament which should be followed up and solved.

In view of the numerous changes in form which had been submitted, he proposed that the
text should be referred to a Drafting Committee.

This proposal was adopted.

The Drafting Committee would be composed of representatives of France, Great Britain,
Spain, Roumania, Poland, Finland and Uruguay.

16. Co-operation of the Press in the Work of the League of Nations.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on paragraph (b) of the Spanish proposal.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) proposed the following text:

"Considering that the organisation of peace demands the maintenance of an
international spirit free from all prejudices and misconceptions;

" Convinced of the necessity for ensuring that the Press of all nations receives as
impartial and complete information as possible:

"The Assembly requests the Council to consider the possibility of studying, with the
assistance of the Press, means for preventing the dissemination of such false information
as may hinder the maintenance of peace and goodwill among the peoples ".

Precedents were to be found in the Swedish and Polish resolutions reproduced on page 6
of the report by the Special Committee (document A.9.1931). The Polish resolution referred
in particular to Press campaigns in times of crisis. The Spanish proposal was based on the
idea that preparations for peace should be made in time of peace, and not when war was
threatening. The Press was a formidable weapon both for good and evil, and the Spanish
Government had thought fit to draw attention to this point. It had no other aim and it
merely requested the Council to institute an enquiry into this question.

M. Urgoiti, the Spanish delegate to the Press Conference of 1927, had suggested that an
exclusively professional international organisation should be created, to which the national
associations of journalists would be responsible. In the Committee on Intellectual
Co-operation, the Spanish professor, Casares, had made a similar proposal. M. de Madariaga
further pointed out that, in order to solve this question, the collaboration of the journalists
themselves was necessary, and in particular of those dealing specially with international
politics.

M. DE SCAVENIUS (Denmark) supported the Spanish delegate's proposal. One of the
methods proposed for putting this idea into effect was to create regular contact between
the heads of official Press bureaux.

In this connection, the Danish Government stated that if such a conference were thought
useful it was prepared to organise it at Copenhagen.

M. SOKAL (Poland) supported the Spanish delegation's proposal, coming as it did after
those of the Swedish and Polish delegations. The Committee was discussing part of the
important problem of moral disarmament, and sincerely hoped that a practical solution
would be found. In his opinion the problem involved wider aspects, but it was at present
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General a memorandum on the entire problem, which would be communicated to all States
taking part in the Disarmament Conference. He would be glad if this memorandum could
also be circulated to all the members of the Third Committee (document C.602.M.240.1931.IX).

The CHAIRMAN replied that this would be done.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) supported the Spanish proposal and agreed with the
suggestion made by M. de Scavenius. The first experiment of this kind had shown excellent
results.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) thanked the Special Committee for the sympathy with which
it had received the Swedish proposal. He supported the Spanish delegation's proposal and
agreed that the matter should be left to the discretion of the Council. He hoped that the
Swedish proposal would also be discussed, and accepted the suggestion made by M. de Scavenius.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) also supported the Spanish proposal and was glad of the
Danish delegation's suggestion. He pointed out, however, that the independent journalists
should not be overlooked. He thought it was M. de Madariaga's intention to associate them
in the enquiries to be made.

The problem of moral disarmament was a very wide one, and he was not certain that some
politicians were not as dangerous as journalists. Moreover, this problem could not be solved
solely by negative measures. There must be international understanding in order to put an
end to international suspicion.

M. LONE LIANG (China) stated that his country, which had for years suffered from
tendentious information supplied by journalists who were unfortunately protected by
extra-territorial rights, warmly approved the Spanish proposal.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) thanked the speakers who had approved the Spanish proposal,
and in particular the Danish delegate. He would be glad if his motion were submitted atthe
same time to the journalists, and to the Copenhagen Conference of Heads of Press Bureaux,
for examination.

M. DE SCAVENIUS (Denmark) thanked the delegates who had spoken in favour of the
Copenhagen Conference. He was quite aware that this Conference only constituted one
method of action.

The Committee referred the Spanish proposal to the Drafting Committee.

17. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War : Discussion of the
Articles (continuation).

PREAMBLE (continuation).

M. BARANDON (Legal Section of the Secretariat) explained that the Preamble of the draft
Convention had been moulded on that of conventions drawn up by conferences. A suggestion had
been made that the General Act should be taken as a model, but this document had no preamble,
nor did it provide for signatures, but only accessions. The same procedure might be used for
the Convention under discussion, but, in that case, certain articles would have to be changed.
It would be preferable to follow the procedure adopted for the Convention on Financial
Assistance - namely, to leave the Preamble unchanged and to omit only the words " found
in good and due form ", which are useless, since there was no verification of powers.

M. POLITIS (Greece) pointed out that the full powers which Governments had given their
delegates to the Assembly for the purpose of signing the draft Convention were no longer
valid, since the text had been changed. The number of signatures would therefore be very
small during this session, and this might create an unfortunate effect. It would be preferable
to endeavour to model the procedure on that of the General Act and to adopt the form of a
convention open for the subsequent accession of the Governments.

M. KOMARNICKI (Poland) supported the proposal made by M. Politis.

The Committee adopted this proposal.

The Convention was referred to the Drafting Committee, in which M. Politis would take part.
(The meeting rose at 7 p.m.)
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SEVENTH MEETING.

Held on Saturday, September 19th, 1931, at 3 p.m.

Chairman : M. MUNCH (Denmark).

18. Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland concerning an Armaments Truce.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the following draft resolution submitted by the
delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland:

" Being convinced that the crisis which is at present creating such serious disturbance
among the nations of the world is due to a number of economic and political causes, one
of the principal sources of which is the lack of mutual confidence between the nations;

" Being convinced that the realisation of the undertakings contained in the Covenant
regarding the reduction of armaments will be one of the most important means of
re-establishing mutual confidence between the nations and alleviating their crushing
economic burdens, while a resumption of competition in armaments would fatally
lead to an international and social disaster:

" The Assembly addresses a solemn appeal to all who desire the application of the
principles of peace and justice on which the Covenant is based to devote all their efforts
to the creation of a world opinion strong enough to ensure that the General Disarmament
Conference will lead to definite results involving in particular a gradual reduction of
armaments which will be continued until the object mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant
is attained.

" Considering the importance of carefully preparing the ground for the work of the
said Conference and, in particular, of avoiding fresh increases of armaments in the
present state of affairs:

" The Assembly requests the Council to urge the Governments convened to the said
Conference to show their firm determination to support the efforts to ensure peace and
re-establish mutual confidence by abstaining, pending the result of the Conference,
from any measure leading to an increase in the present level of their armaments ".

The Chairman said that, as this question was closely connected with the work of the
Preparatory Commission, in which representatives of the United States of America, Turkey
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had taken part, he proposed that these three
countries should be invited to send delegates to this Committee when it came to discuss the
armaments truce. In order not to delay the work of the Assembly, these countries might
possibly appoint diplomats accredited to some capital near Geneva.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) approved the proposal, but asked why the invitation should
be restricted to three non-member States.

M. MASSIGLI (France) had no objection in principle. Indeed, he would be very glad if
representatives of States non-members of the League, who were, moreover, already present
in the room, continued in the Assembly the productive co-operation which they had brought
to the Preparatory Commission. But the proposal raised such an important point of procedure
that it should be referred to the Bureau of the Assembly. Moreover, on the same day, the
First Committee, in dealing with the question of the codification of international law, had
seemed to consider that it could not invite States non-members of the Assembly to take part
in its work.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought that respect for regulations should not be carried
too far. Moreover, he thought there was a precedent for the proposal which had been made.
A representative of the United States of America had taken part in the opium discussion in
the Fifth Committee. It was clear that such representatives could not vote, but there was
nothing to prevent a Committee from hearing persons who might be in a position to give
information of interest.

He presumed the invitation had been restricted to the three countries mentioned because
they had shown great interest in the disarmament question. There was no objection to
inviting other countries who had shown equal interest. To refer the proposal to the Bureau
of the Assembly would involve an unfortunate delay, and he suggested sending the invitation
subject to the Bureau's approval.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) shared Lord Cecil's views regarding M. Massigii's scruples,
but did not agree with him regarding the number of invitations to be sent. It was a very
delicate matter for the League of Nations to choose between absent States. The invitation
should be extended to all and could be accepted or refused.
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General DE MARINIS (Italy) entirely approved the proposal and associated himself with
Lord Cecil's remarks.

M. MASSIGLI (France) wished to avoid any misunderstanding. He would be very glad
to continue the work of the Third Committee with the help of non-member States and to
utilise any information their representatives might bring. But he could not help thinking
that such a procedure involved a serious question of principle in regard to which the precedent
quoted by Lord Cecil no doubt gave Lord Cecil the necessary assurance. He felt he should
point out that it would have been opportune to forewarn the members of the Committee of the
initiative taken in order to allow them to consider the matter. He regretted that this
had not been done.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) did not wish to pose as an absolute authority on the matter.
His recollection of the precedent was, moreover, somewhat vague, and he did not wish to
make a definite statement. But he saw no objection to the Committee applying to any party
in a position to give information.

If the Bureau of the Assembly disapproved of the invitation, it would always be possible
to state that it constituted an exception and did not create a precedent.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) shared M. Massigli's view and expressed his astonishment that the
question had been raised so abruptly.

M. de Madariaga had referred to a very important point. If certain non-member States
were invited to give their co-operation, an invitation should also be given to the South
American countries which did not take part in the League's work. This applied principally
to two large countries, namely, Brazil and the Argentine. It would be very desirable to have
their views on the question under discussion.

The CHAIRMAN agreed that it would have been preferable to have a few hours to think
over the proposal which had arisen so suddenly, but such situations were not infrequent in
the work of the Assembly. He had no objection to adopting M. de Madariaga's proposal,
which had been supported by M. Buero. The position of the representatives thus invited
would be similar to that of persons taking part in the Committee's work without being members
such as the Rapporteurs of other Committees. Nevertheless, as the question was more
important, he proposed to follow Lord Cecil's suggestion and to adopt the proposal subject
to the approval of the Bureau of the Assembly.

M. MASSIGLI (France) pointed out that this proposal might place the Committee in an
embarrassing situation in regard to the countries invited if the Bureau disapproved of the
invitation. It would to some extent bind the Bureau. The Chairman of the Committee,
who was also a member of the Bureau and had taken the responsibility of putting forward
the proposal before the Committee, had possibly had an opportunity of obtaining the Bureau's
views in this regard. M. Massigli only knew one precedent, and that was when the Assembly
requested the Council to invite certain non-member States to the Preparatory Commission.

(The meeting was suspended at 4 p.m. and resumed at 4.25 p.m.)

The CHAIRMAN stated that agreement, which had always existed on the substance of the
question, had also been reached on the procedure. It was proposed that the President of the
Assembly should request the Council to approve an invitation to be sent to all States invited
to the Disarmament Conference which did not take part in the Assembly's work. As the
Council was to meet at 5 p.m., a decision might be reached that day.

This procedure was adopted.

19. Question regarding the Minutes of the Fifth Meeting.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) said that the delegations could not attend discussions in all
the Committees and had to rely on the Minutes. At the fifth meeting of the Committee,
M. de Madariaga had expressed a very judicious opinion on the neutralisation by the Council
of certain territories in dispute. This opinion had already aroused comment in America.
There was, however, no trace of it in the provisional Minutes. If a mistake had been made,
he appealed to the loyalty of M. de Madariaga and to the Bureau of the Committee to record
this opinion.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the Minutes were provisional and the speakers were
entitled to make any changes which they desired. He would therefore ask M. de Madariaga
if he had any corrections to make in his declarations.

General BENITEZ (Spain) said M. de Madariaga was absent and he would bring the
Chairman's request to his notice.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) said the remarks which he had submitted at the same
meeting had been greatly abbreviated and even distorted.
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the provisional Minutes were not verbatim reports.
The delegates were always entitled to reinsert anything which they considered had been
wrongly omitted.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) replied that, in the case to which he referred, a passagehad
been omitted. He reserved the right to return to the subject when M. de Madariaga was
present.

20. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War (continuation).

M. BARANDON (Legal Section of the Secretariat) pointed out that the Committee, on
M. Politis' proposal, had decided that the Convention should take the form of the General
Act and be only open for subsequent accession. The Drafting Committee had encountered
such difficulties in giving this form to the Convention that it had considered it preferable
to choose the usual form of a convention open to the signature of the States. M. Politis
had made his suggestion in view of the unsatisfactory experience in connection with the
Convention for Financial Assistance. In view of these difficulties, he had requested
M. Barandon to inform the Committee that he did not insist on his proposal.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) asked the Committee to reverse its vote of the previous day on this
question and to instruct the Drafting Committee to prepare the text in accordance with this
new decision.

The proposal was adopted.
(The meeting rose at 4.45 p.m.)

EIGHTH MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 21st, 1931, at 4.30 p.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

21. Invitation to take part in the Work of the Committee addressed to the Countries
not represented at the Assembly.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the President of the Assembly had thought fit to bring the
matter before the General Committee of the Assembly, which had adopted the following
resolution:

" The General Committee of the Assembly,
"Having noted the request formulated by the Third Committee that States not

represented at the Assembly, which participated in the work of the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission, and those invited to the General Disarmament Conference,
should be asked to take part in an advisory capacity in the Committee's discussions
on the draft resolution concerning an armaments truce:

"Notes that the President of the Assembly, having regard to the urgency of the
matter, and in view of the decision of the Third Committee and especially of the unanimity
of that decision, is qualified, in agreement with the General Committee, to take a decision
in the matter without further procedure;

"Considers that steps should be taken to carry into effect the Third Committee's
proposal;

" Asks the President of the Assembly to take the necessary steps with a view to
giving immediate effect to the present decision and to inform the Assembly of his action
at its next plenary meeting ".

The following countries were invited: Afghanistan, Argentine, Brazil, Costa Rica, the
United States of America, Egypt, Ecuador, Salvador, Turkey, and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The only reply received up to the present was that of the Government
of the United States of America, which accepted the invitation in the following words:

" The Secretary of State of the United States desires me to acknowledge, on his
behalf, the receipt by him of the invitation which the President of the twelfth Assembly,
in pursuance of the unanimous decision of the Third Committee and in agreement with
the General Committee of the Assembly, despatched to the Secretary of State on September
19th, 1931, inviting the Government of the United States to take part, in a consultative
capacity, in the discussions in the Third Committee relative to the resolution looking to
a truce in armaments presented by the delegations of Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway,
Sweden and Switzerland.

" In view of the deep and continuing interest of the Government of the United
States in the question of disarmament, the Secretary of State begs that you will be good
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enough to express his thanks to the President of the Assembly for this courteous invitation,
and to inform him that he takes pleasure in accepting it on behalf of the Government
of the United States.

" I have been designated to act as the representative of the United States for this
purpose.

(Signed) Hugh R. WILSON."

The Chairman welcomed Mr. Wilson and asked him to take his place in the Committee.

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) thanked the Committee for its invitation and said
he was very glad to continue to co-operate with the many delegations with whom he had
always had such pleasant relations.

22. Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland concerning an Armaments Truce (continuation).

M. COLBAN (Norway) said he was only speaking on behalf of his delegation and not on
that of all the delegations which had signed the draft resolution. The resolution aimed,
in the first place, at securing for the Disarmament Conference the benefit of an active public
opinion, enlightened as to the urgent need for mutual concessions on the part of the
Governments ; it further desired to stop the competition in armaments, so that the Governments
might take part in the Conference in an atmosphere of tranquillity; lastly, it wished, as far
as possible, to bring about moral disarmament, so that the Conference might meet and work
under the most favourable conditions.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) entirely agreed with the object of the draft resolution, which
was inspired by the same ideas as the proposal made by the First Italian delegate at the
general discussion in the Assembly, but the means proposed by the draft resolution were
inadequate. The Italian delegation, therefore, found it necessary to submit proposals for a
practical application of the Armaments Truce. M. Grandi had informed the Assembly of
the reasons for such a proposal. The object was to induce the Assembly to examine the
practical aspect of the disarmament problem and to suggest a means of immediate action
which would give an initial impulse to the Disarmament Conference. This proposal was the
result of careful consideration of the position. The Disarmament Conference was faced by a
task of exceptional importance, the difficulty of which it would be dangerous to underestimate.
Failure would be, if not a disaster, at any rate an extremely unfortunate event for Europe and
the entire world. It was, therefore, necessary to prepare a favourable atmosphere for the
future work of the Conference. This could have been done by preparatory work consisting
in eliminating, or at any rate reducing, certain differences of opinion and certain special
difficulties between some of the countries invited. This preparatory work had not been done
or had not given the desired result. The Italian delegation therefore considered that action
should be taken in the form of a truce in armaments which would show that mistrust had
disappeared and have an effect on the preparation for the Conference which might exceed
the most optimistic expectations.

The Italian proposal had been carefully thought out. It was only submitted after each
delegation had been able to consider the general idea expressed by M. Grandi and after some
delegations had approved it. The proposal must be simple, clear and applicable at short
notice to all States. The fundamental idea was that, for a certain period, each country should
be prevented from increasing the present strength of its armaments and that, during the same
period, no country should endeavour to change to its own advantage the relationship between
its armaments and those of other countries. Some countries might think this involved a
sacrifice, but it would be a common sacrifice made for the common good. The Italian delegation
was aware that land, sea and air armaments should be considered separately. Its proposal
was as follows:

In respect of land armaments, it would be difficult to stop all manufacture or purchase of
materials and to interrupt the normal working of existing military organisations. The
Italian delegation, therefore, proposed that each State should undertake not to increase its
expenditure for the army above the figures already voted for the current year.

With regard to naval armaments, each State would undertake not to lay down any
warship during the truce, while vessels under construction could be continued and completed.

VWith regard to air armaments, each State would undertake not to construct new military
aircraft except to replace craft which had become unfit for service during the truce.

The Italian delegation thought the length of the truce should be based on the-time
necessary, under the most favourable circumstances, for the Disarmament Conference's
conclusions to be accepted by all the Governments. For practical reasons, it proposed that
a definite period should be fixed, and it suggested one year.

In order to avoid difficulties inherent to the signature and ratification of a convention,
the truce might take the form of a formal and solemn declaration by which each Government
would undertake to respect the limitations in question. This form of undertaking, known as
a " gentlemen's agreement ", was not legally perfect, but everyone would recognise that, in
practice, it would not. be less compulsory than a treaty or convention.

The application of this very simple system should not offer insurmountable difficulties,
if goodwill were shown on all sides. It might be open to the objection that it would bind the
States to a level of armaments which some might think inequitable. The Italian Government
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admitted this argument, especially as it could not itself accept the criterion of the status quo,
but the acceptance of the truce did not imply a renunciation of demands which each party
would be entitled to put forward at the Conference.

The objection might also be raised that the naval truce, by preventing the replacing of
vessels which had been put out of commission during its period, would lead to an effective
reduction in the naval forces. This reduction would, however, in practice apply, in equal
proportions to all navies.

The budgetary limitation of land armaments was perhaps not a perfect system, but it
was easy to apply and had the advantage of preventing any considerable increase in effectives
and stocks.

The objection that some countries were not represented in the Committee lost its
importance in view of the invitations addressed to them. This invitation had been already
accepted by the Government of the United States of America, to which he paid a tribute for
its perseverance in the cause of disarmament.

If the truce were to be of long duration, more detailed, complete and strict rules would
have to be applied, and it would be necessary in advance to solve certain problems which the
Disarmament Conference would have to examine and decide. The proposed truce was only
a provisional measure, aiming at creating a calm atmosphere for the Conference's discussions.
It involved a minimum of undertakings and limitations, but this minimum might be of the
greatest moral importance and might have a beneficial effect on the future work.

In conclusion, he repeated that the recommendation with which the draft resolution
put forward by the five States concluded was not adequate to the gravity of the problems
and the needs of the situation. He could, therefore, not vote for the resolution unless it
implied an armaments truce on the lines which he had laid down.

The discussion was adjourned.

23. Communications of Importance to the League of Nations at Times of Emergency
(continuation).

M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) read his draft report (document A.III.12.1931)
(Annex 1).

The draft report wuas adopted.

24. Collaboration of Women in the Work of the League (continuation).

M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) read his draft report (document A.III.13.1931)
(Annex 2).

The draft report and the draft resolution with which it concluded were adopted.

25. Collaboration of the Press in the Work of the League (continuation).

M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) read his draft report (document A.III.13.1931)
(Annex 2).

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) pointed out that the Swedish delegation's proposal, which had
given rise to the question, was mentioned, but not reproduced. He asked. that the text should
be inserted at the beginning of the report before the Polish proposal.

nM. SOKAL (Poland) supported this proposal.

The report, with Baron Ramel's amendment, and the draft resolution at the end of the report
were adopted.

26. Question regarding the Minutes of the Fifth Meeting (continuation).

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) said that, as he could not attend the previous
meeting of the Committee, he had not been able to take note of the approval given by the
Bolivian delegate to ideas (which he had qualified as judicious) expressed by M. de Madariaga,
regarding conservatory measures applicable to the parties in dispute in the event of a threat
of war.

Paraguay, in its dispute with Bolivia, had always considered that conservatory measures
should be applied at the beginning of negotiations and continued until an arbitral or judicial
decision had been given. This was the only procedure by which frontier incidents or threats
of. armed conflict might be avoided.

In this connection, the delegate of Paraguay recalled the second Conference held at
Buenos Aires in 1928, in which Bolivia and Paraguay took part, under the auspices of the
Argentine Government. M. Ruiz Moreno, the Argentine observer, proposed to the
representatives of Bolivia and Paraguay that the armed posts should be withdrawn to a distance
of fifty kilometres from each other, or de-militarised, or that an international police force
should be constituted.

The Government of Paraguay entirely approved these proposals; but the Government of
Bolivia thought fit to reject them. Paraguay went so far as to propose the abandonment of
all fortified places constructed after 1907 by the parties in dispute. If these recommendations
of the Argentine Government had been accepted and put into effect, it was probable that
regrettable frontier incidents might have been avoided. It was to be hoped that the tardy
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approval given by the Bolivian delegate to these ideas would in future lead to a wiser policy
and to an attitude more in keeping with the requirements of peace.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) was surprised that the delegate of Paraguay should consider
that he had approved the opinion expressed by M. de Madariaga in the meeting of September
19th. The Bolivian delegate had only spoken in order to point out the omission in the Minutes
and to ask the Chairman that the Minutes should be neither altered nor abridged. His
remarks were not intended either as approval or disapproval of M. de Madariaga's ideas which
had been omitted from the Minutes. Under these circumstances, M. Costa du Rels expressed
reservations on M. Caballero de Bedoya's statement.

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) referred to the Minutes which had been circulated
and distributed to the Press and which contained the following passage of M. Costa du Rels'
remarks :

"A judicious opinion was expressed by M. de Madariaga regarding the neutrality
of certain territories. This opinion has aroused various comments in South America,
but I have found no trace of it in the Minutes ".

M. Caballero de Bedoya thought he was right in stating that M. Costa du Rels considered
this opinion to be " judicious " and he noted the declaration which had just been made.

M. COSTA DU RELS (Bolivia) repeated that the only subject referred to in the discussion
was the omission of a part of the Minutes of the Committee's meeting on September 19th.

(The meeting rose at 6.30 p.m.)

NINTH MEETING.

Held on Tuesday, September 22nd, 1931, at 6 p.m.

Chairman M. MUNCH (Denmark).

27. Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland concerning an Armaments Truce (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN read the replies from the Governments of the Argentine, Costa Rica,

Egypt, Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to the invitations addressed to
them to take part in the Third Committee.

Reply from the Argentine:
" I hasten to reply to your telegram of the 19th instant. Although the Argentine

Congress has not yet reached a decision regarding the entrance of our country into the
League of Nations, the Argentine Government is disposed, as on other occasions, to take
part in the World Conference in February next in a spirit of active co-operation. As
regards the Third Committee which is to meet to-day to discuss the armaments truce,
we shall be prevented from attending by the lack of material, time and knowledge of the
definite points to be discussed.

(Signed) BOSCH."

Reply from Costa Rica:
"In conformity with the desire of the League of Nations, the Government of Costa

Rica has appointed Dr. Figueredo as delegate to the Third Committee on the armaments
truce. (Signed) PACHECO."

Reply from Egypt :
" The Government of His Majesty the King of Egypt, in reply to your invitation,

has appointed me to take part in the discussions of the Third Committee regarding the
armaments truce. I am on the way to Geneva and shall have the pleasure of calling on
you to-morrow morning. 

(Signed) FAKHRY."

Reply from Turkey:
" In reply to your telegram, I have the honour to inform you that in accepting with

pleasure the invitation to take part in the discussions of the Third Committee regarding
the proposal of the Governments of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden and
Switzerland, Cemel Husnu Bey, our Minister at Berne, has been instructed to represent
us on the Committee.

(Signed) TEVFIK ROUCHDI."
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Reply from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

"I thank you for your kind telegram communicating the decision of the Third
Committee to invite the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to take part in an advisory
capacity in the discussion on the armaments truce. Apart from the other conditions
attached to this invitation, I will merely state that the shortness of the time would in any
case prevent the Soviet Government from delegating a representative to Geneva.
I think it advisable, however, to inform you that the Soviet Government, which is
always prepared to support any proposal for limiting armaments, would be disposed to
associate itself with the proposal made by M. Grandi, Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs,
provided that proposal is adopted in a form obligatory upon all countries, that it covers
all classes of armaments, and that the signatories of the undertaking confirm that it
shall not in any case replace or postpone the essential problem of disarmament or
limitation of existing armaments, which must be settled as quickly as possible.

(Signed) LITVINOV."

The Chairman welcomed the representatives of Costa-Rica, Egypt and Turkey and asked
them to take their seats in the Committee.

Cemal HisNU Bey (Turkey) thanked the Committee for the invitation extended to his
country, which would always be ready to give its earnest co-operation in all work connected
with peace.

M. FIGUEREDO (Costa Rica) also thanked the Committee and stated that his Government
was glad to offer its earnest co-operation in disarmament, in spite of the fact that the problem
did not arise for Costa Rica, which had a very small armed force.

General TANczos (Hungary) said that, in view of the special situation of his country, the
idea of an armaments truce would be warmly welcomed. The Hungarian delegation
sympathised with every effort in this direction and with every concrete project calculated to
create an atmosphere of tranquillity which would enable the coming Conference to attain a
satisfactory result in regard to the reduction of armaments.

M. PFLUGL (Austria) said that, while not underestimating the difficulty of realising the
truce proposed by General de Marinis, the Austrian delegation gave its entire approval and
support to this proposal.

Sir Denys BRAY (India) regretted that, in view of the great distance, he could not announce
his Government's decision, but he had no doubt that General de Marinis' proposal would
find the warmest welcome in India in spite of the special difficulties peculiar to his country.

The Indian delegate paid a tribute of admiration to General de Marinis for the courageous
lead taken by Italy. The project was not ideal, but it was simple; it was a concrete proposal
and appeared to be workable immediately. This latter quality was of primary importance.
The world needed greater confidence, and it would be regrettable if this proposal, which was
good in itself, were rejected on account of a striving for something better.,'

M. DE SCAVENIUS (Denmark) explained that the object of the resolution submitted by
his country, together with four other countries, was not to open a discussion on details, but
to appeal to all the Governments invited to the Disarmament Conference to refrain from
all new armaments pending the result of that Conference. It would indeed be regrettable
if armaments were increased during the Conference, thus aggravating the difficulties and
complicating the application of decisions which, to a certain extent, would be based on the
existing position of armaments.

Such a proposal for a truce could only be based on the goodwill of the parties. The
expression employed in the draft resolution " not to increase the present level of armaments "
did not imply that work under way would be stopped, although it would be desirable if the
States were induced to recognise that the whole or a part of their programme was unnecessary.
In the same way, the replacement of old material did not change the level of armaments
provided it were not a total and radical transformation of such material. The resolution
gave the Council full discretion to decide on the form of the undertakings to be given. The
Danish delegation would not object to a compulsory truce, but it would appear that some
States would wish, before accepting it, to draw up detailed regulations, machinery for control,
etc. It would seem to be sufficient if, as a result of an Assembly resolution, the States
considered themselves morally obliged to conform to the spirit of that resolution. The States
particularly concerned with the position of armaments in non-member States would naturally
be obliged to take the attitude of the latter into consideration.

The Danish delegation urged the necessity of active preparation for the Disarmament
Conference, and asked the Secretariat to inform the Governments of the position in regard to
the technical preparation. He would be glad if the Secretariat could agree with the President
of the Conference as to a programme of the Conference's work, which would be submitted to
the Governments. With regard to the political preparation, it had been hoped that Mr.
Henderson would be able to undertake this work during the Assembly. Circumstances had
not permitted this, but the Danish delegation was convinced that the Governments of the great
countries would find other means for examining the difficulties which divided them and of
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partly solving them. The most important work was to create everywhere a public opinion
strong enough to ensure the success of the Conference. The Interparliamentary Union,
whose disarmament project would be an important document at the Conference, would meet
this autumn at Bucharest and would discuss the means of ensuring the success of the
Conference. Other associations, such as the Federation of League of Nations Societies and
women's associations, were carrying on active propaganda.

But, on the other hand, action in the contrary sense was being exercised by powerful
forces inspired both by strong interests and by deep feelings which had their roots in history.

It was, therefore, essential that the Assembly should turn to the nations with an appeal
inspired by the spirit of co-operation on.which the League was based.

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) said that his country had repeatedly encouraged

every effort towards disarmament, and that his Government had on many occasions stated that
it was only waiting for the signature of a disarmament convention to ratify other
conventions which were the complement of disarmament. He was sure that his Government
would welcome a proposal aiming at creating an atmosphere favourable to the Disarmament
Conference. Every nation would be judged by its reaction to the Italian proposal. He
expressed his sympathy with that proposal and his admiration for the courageous lead given
by the Italian delegation.

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) was glad that representatives of the United States of
America, Turkey and other non-member States were taking part in the present discussion.

Dr. Curtius had already brought his main point before the Assembly - namely, that

Germany had reduced her armaments to the minimum and was impatiently waiting for other
Powers to reduce and limit their own armaments by an international convention, in accordance
with their promises.

The Italian proposal, which, in spirit, was in harmony with the draft resolution submitted
by Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland, would facilitate the work
of the Disarmament Conference. He would therefore merely express his entire sympathy
with this proposal.

In agreeing with Dr. Curtius he stated, however, that he could only consider an armaments
truce as a provisional measure which could not prejudice the result of the Disarmament

Conference, since that result should in no case be the stabilisation of armaments at their
present levels. He noted with satisfaction that General de Marinis had taken this view into
account by proposing to limit the truce to one year.

M. AGHNIDES (Director of the Disarmament Section), in reply to the questions raised by

M. de Scavenius, stated that, as a result of a resolution adopted by the Council in January
last, the Secretary-General had asked all the Governments invited to the Disarmament
Conference to send him information regarding the position of their armaments and all the
technical or other data calculated to enlighten the Conference on the proposals to be brought
forward. In May, the Council considered that the replies would only be of value if they were
based on a uniform model, and asked the Secretary-General to request the Governments to
base their replies on the schedules contained in the draft Convention and on the model drawn

up by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. These replies were requested for September 15th
at the latest, so that they could be circulated to the countries which had replied. This
procedure had been adopted in order to hasten the despatch of the replies.

Up to the present, twenty-five Governments had replied : the United States of America,
Belgium, France, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Germany, Sweden, Austria, Denmark,
Italy, Japan, Estonia, Roumania, Ireland, Poland, Spain, Finland and Norway had asked
that their replies should be circulated to all the Governments invited to the Conference.
Twelve of these replies had been circulated and the other six were being printed.

On the other hand, seven countries had sent in their replies without making any remark.
This meant that it was necessary to wait until the President of the Conference authorised the
Secretary-General to circulate these replies to all the countries which had themselves replied.

With regard to M. de Scavenius' second proposal concerning the preparations to be made
for the Conference by the Secretariat, it was for the Committee in the first place to decide
what action should be taken. The Secretariat would then follow the instructions adopted
by the Third Committee.

(The meeting rose at 7.20 p.m.)
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TENTH MEETING.

Held on Wednesday, September 23rd, 1931, at 3 p.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

28. Draft General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War (continuation).

The CHAIRMAN stated that as M. de Madariaga could not attend the meeting he would be
replaced as Rapporteur by M. Buero.

The preamble and the articles of the Convention (document A. 78.1931.IX) were successively
adopted without discussion.

The CHAIRMAN put the entire Convention to the vote.

M. VALDES-MENDEVILLE (Chile) said the Chilian delegation had not taken part in the
work of the Special Committee nor in the discussions of the Third Committee on the draft
Convention, and would abstain from voting for the following reasons.

The fundamental idea of the draft was that, as Article 11 of the Covenant was insufficient,
the contracting parties undertook to put in force measures which were not compulsory for
Members of the League of Nations, in order to reduce the risk of war. The Chilian Government
was opposed to an indirect revision of the Covenant by means of general conventions, the
result of which was to create uncertainty as to the duties of the Members of the League of
Nations in cases where certain States were not parties to these conventions. If Article 11
were considered insufficient, it would be wiser to revise it directly.

Though the problem of security was not a serious question for Chile, it was not this
selfish consideration which prevented her from voting for the Convention. She had
unreservedly ratified the Pact of Paris and had in many ways shown her peaceful spirit and
her desire to fulfil strictly the obligations arising out of the Covenant of the League of Nations.

In order, therefore, not to prevent the conclusion of a convention which some States
considered useful and calculated to increase security, the Chilian delegation would abstain
from voting.

M. SATO (Japan) said he would also abstain from voting, and he confirmed the reservation
expressed by the Japanese delegate in the Special Committee.

Mr. TE WATER (Union of South Africa) had been empowered to vote for and sign the
Convention, but he pointed out that his Government's ratification was subject to the adoption
of a general disarmament convention.

The Convention as a whole was adopted, the Chilian and Japanese delegations abstaining
from voting.

29. Report on the General Convention to improve the Means of preventing War (document
A.III.17.1931.IX) (Annex 3).

M. SOKAL (Poland) considered that the report on the whole was excellent. In order to
satisfy the Polish delegation, the Drafting Committee had proposed to insert a passage from
a report by M. de Brouckere. This had been done. M. Sokal pointed out that
M. de Brouckere's report had never been approved either by the Council or by the Assembly,
which bodies had merely regarded it as a valuable guide. Under these circumstances he thought
it better not to refer to it, in order to avoid creating the impression that M. de Brouckere's
report was part of an official document. He therefore withdrew his request for its insertion.

Mr. CADOGAN (British Empire) attached some importance to the passage in question,
which had a certain value as an argument, although it had not received the formal sanction
of the Council. H-e proposed to add a few words explaining the position.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) pointed out that the quotation had not been merely
inserted by the writer of the report, but was the result of a decision by the entire Drafting
Committee. Under these circumstances the omission of the quotation might give the
impression that some doubt existed as to the correctness of the arguments which it contained.
He thought Mr. Cadogan's proposal should satisfy M. Sokal.

M. SOKAL (Poland) admitted that the quotation was a result of a decision by the Drafting
Committee, but the latter had had the general impression that M. de Brouckere's report
had been approved by the Assembly. On the other hand, this text had been inserted in order
to satisfy the Polish delegation: as the latter now wished to withdraw it, he did not see why
the other delegations should wvish to retain it. He was willing to agree to a formula on the
subject.


