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M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) proposed that the entire quotation could be placed
in a footnote, and that the report should state explicitly that the passage quoted was regarded
as a valuable guide in this important question and that it did not formally bind the Committee.

M. SOKAL (Poland) accepted the proposal, which satisfied him, at any rate as regards its form.
The proposal was adopted.

M. CASSIN (France) proposed to omit the second sentence in the paragraph commencing
with the words " The Committee has further thought it desirable ", which reads as follows :

"In prescribing measures of the first class, which are to be taken without delay, the
Council's sole object is to put an end to what might be described as a violation of
domicile ".
He thought it unnecessary to make such a comparison.

M. BUERO (Uruguay) (Rapporteur) pointed out that this sentence was merely meant
to explain the following sentence regarding territorial waters.

M. CASSIN (France) replied that the important point was the statement contained in
the following sentence -- namely, that the States regarded their territorial waters as part of
their territory - while the comparison added nothing to the force of the paragraph. He
therefore proposed to omit the second sentence and the word " consequently " in the third
sentence.

The proposal was adopted.

M. SOKAL (Poland) asked that, at the end of the paragraph beginning "Measures of the
second category ", the following words should be inserted:

" It is understood that the State whose territory has been invaded shall not be
obliged to withdraw its forces behind the lines fixed by the Council until the complete
evacuation of the said territory by the foreign forces ".

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought it was impossible to make this addition at this stage.

M. SOKAL (Poland) asked if it were contrary to or in conformity with the principle of the
Convention.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) replied that it was neither in conformity with nor contrary
to the Convention, but was different from it.

M. SOKAL (Poland) thought it was an idea on which everybody must agree. He asked
in what respect it differed from the terms of the Convention.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought it amounted to a totally new proposal. The lines
to be drawn would depend on the circumstances in each case. There might even be cases
where a line was drawn only on one side. The decision to send commissioneo ners to supervise
the evacuation should be sufficient to remove any apprehension.

M. SOKAL (Poland) pointed out that it was clear, from the original text, that the two
operations - evacuation and fixing of the lines of withdrawal - took place successively.
With the present text, this question was not clear. Nevertheless, he thought it was obvious
that the withdrawal of forces behind the lines could not be demanded before the evacuation
had been completed, whether there were one or two lines.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to adjourn this discussion and to continue the discussion on the
resolution regarding an armaments truce.

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

The CHAIRMAN welcomed Fakhry Pasha, delegate of the Egyptian Government, and asked
him to take his seat in the Committee.

FAKHRY Pasha (Egypt) stated that the Government of His Majesty the King of Egypt
had received with great pleasure the invitation from the eminent statesman presiding with
such authority over the discussions of the twelfth Assembly of the League of Nations, and that
the Royal Government was very glad to take part in the debates of the Third Committee
regarding the armaments truce.

No cause could be nearer to the heart of His Majesty than that of disarmament and peace.
In spite of his military career, His Majesty the King was more at home as a protector of letters
and arts and was proud to wear the sword of a member of the Institute of France.

Since his accession to the Throne, His Majesty had constantly reiterated that the pen of
the man of letters and the plough of the labourer were the arms of his choice.

The Egyptian people, heirs of the ancient civilisation of the Pharaohs, entirely shared
the peaceful and humanitarian feelings of His Majesty and were proud to assist in creating
better relations between the nations.
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He added that he was honoured to represent his country in the League of Nations and to
be the interpreter of his Government's desire for the success of the Disarmament Conference.

M. MICHALAKOPOULOS (Greece) said that Greece was prepared to sign any agreement
unanimously adopted on the basis of the Italian proposal. Greece had already concluded a
naval truce with Turkey putting an end to the competition in armaments between the two
countries. It had been agreed that each country should not order any ships or munitions
without giving the other six months' notice. In this way, it was possible to investigate, in a
friendly manner, whether the order was intended for a normal replacement. As a result,
Greece had economised 200 million drachmae per annum and, what was more important, a
feeling of confidence and goodwill had taken the place of an atmosphere of suspicion and
disagreement. This precedent should encourage the nations to conclude similar agreements
which would make for the happiness and progress of humanity.

Viscount POULLET (Belgium) thought the friendly reception given to the proposal put
forward by the five delegations, together with M. Grandi's proposal, would show that, in spite
of certain differences of opinion as to the application of Article 8 of the Covenant, all the States
had the sincere desire to attain definite results at the Disarmament Conference. The Belgian
delegation, after examining all the proposals with the greatest goodwill, would agree to any
which the Committee unanimously approved. After listening to the details given by the
Danish delegate on the import of the proposal made by the five delegations, the Belgian delegate
stated that this proposal entirely satisfied him and that it was most nearly in accordance with
what the nations desired at this moment.

M. SATO (Japan), while highly appreciating the intentions of the authors of the draft
resolution and of the Italian proposal, said it would not appear that the States invited to the
Disarmament Conference were at present entering into a competition in armaments. The
general feeling of all countries was in favour of limitation and would not permit increases
in armaments before the opening of the Conference. On the other hand, the Italian proposal
would directly affect the provisions of the London Naval Treaty, which had been drawn up
after long negotiations. He did not think this proposal could be changed, even by a formal
and solemn declaration. For that purpose, a new Convention would have to be reached
between the contracting parties.

Moreover, exact information would be required as to the present level of armaments.
This involved a delay until the Governments had sent in their information. Under these
circumstances, he proposed to reserve the draft resolution of the five delegations and the
Italian proposal and to submit them to the Disarmament Conference for examination and
decision. But he insisted that these drafts should be examined at the beginning of the
Conference in order to start it under happy auspices and in a favourable atmosphere.

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said his Government, which showed the greatest
interest in the disarmament problem, had gladly accepted the opportunity offered by the
Assembly. M. Grandi's proposal had aroused great sympathy in many countries and, in
particular, in the United States, where the Press and the public had given it a very favourable
reception. The nations were showing some uneasiness at the long discussions and projects
which led to nothing. Under present economic conditions, it was not surprising that the idea
of an armaments truce had been accepted as a means of relieving the evils from which the
world was suffering. It had been thought that this truce would reduce expenditure, create an
atmosphere of goodwill, put an end to competition in armaments and enable the countries
to approach with tranquil minds the problems raised by the Disarmament Conference.

It had been hoped that some questions which only concerned certain Governments might
have been solved before that Conference, not only because of their intrinsic importance, but
also because their solution would make for a better mutual understanding. An armaments
truce accepted by all would have a still greater effect.

The United States Government had had little time to consider the question with the
necessary care. It thought, however, that the drafting of a convention would involve lengthy
technical discussions; he was therefore in favour of the form proposed by General de Marinis -
that was to say, a simple and clear declaration of intention. With regard to the details of the
proposal, the United States Government was prepared to accept them in respect of land and
air forces. It had not had time to consider the proposal in respect of naval armaments with
sufficient care to be able to give its final approval to any particular form of undertaking.
The London Naval Treaty fixed certain levels for the cruisers of the contracting parties. The
present cruiser level of the United States was considerably below the figure provided for in
the London Naval Treaty. Any undertaking not to construct vessels would, therefore, be
embarrassing to the United States Government and would upset its construction plans. It
was nevertheless prepared, in view of the necessity of creating psychological conditions
favourable to the Disarmament Conference, to forgo its rights under the London Naval
Treaty for one year. There were, however, other difficulties. The United States Navy
Department had opened bids for the construction of a limited number of destroyers. These
destroyers were the first ships in this category which the United States would have built for over
a period of ten years, and they were destined to replace existing over-age tonnage in that category.
The contracts would be allocated in connection with a general programme of unemployment
relief. The American Government could therefore not undertake to stop this construction.
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Mr. Wilson stated that he would give further details if, as he hoped, the discussion were
continued. For the moment he thought it advisable merely to know the general attitude
towards the Italian proposal. On the other hand, he thought the proposal put forward by
M. Sato would prejudice the main interest of the question, which lay precisely in its immediate
moral effect.

M. BEELAERTS VAN BLOKLAND (Netherlands) said that his country attached the greatest
importance to the success of the Disarmament Conference, and it was in this spirit that his
Government, together with four other countries, had submitted a draft resolution. The
Italian delegation had submitted another proposal which had the same object, but, went into
greater detail in respect of the obligations to be undertaken by the States. The Netherlands
delegation considered that, as this was a moral undertaking, it was not necessary to enter into
details. It thought that, in this way, it was easier to arrive at a unanimous decision. It
was, however, prepared to agree to the Italian proposal; and it was essential that the Assembly
should take a step proving its sincere wish to create the atmosphere necessary for the success
of the Disarmament Conference.

M. SOKAL (Poland) noted that the discussions in the Assembly and in the Third Committee
proved the unanimous desire to hold the Disarmament Conference on the date fixed. The
Polish Government was prepared to support any measure for facilitating the success of that
Conference. The Italian proposal, at first sight, appeared simple and easily acceptable by all
States. In view, however, of the economic and financial crisis, there was no reason to think
that the military budgets of most countries could be increased next year. Moreover, it would
appear to be unjust that certain States should be bound by an undertaking, while other
countries in the same region, whose expenditure for national defence was not, for instance,
divided up among categories of armaments or who had no public control of the budget, would
be placed in a very different position. Poland could, therefore, assume no obligation as
regards budget expenditure so long as similar conditions did not exist in the region which
concerned her. The Polish military budget was, moreover, lower than that of certain
neighbouring countries and had not reached the level required by security.

It would be difficult to assume formal undertakings regarding naval and air armaments,
since the Governments had not been able to examine all the aspects of the problem and had not
had an opportunity of discussing the reservations to their accession made by countries which
had not had the physical possibility of attending the Committee.

The Polish delegation approved in principle the proposal made by the five countries, while
asking for certain changes in detail. Any other proposal would, in his opinion, run the risk
of turning the Committee into a Disarmament Conference.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought the proposal of the five States could be adopted
without difficulty, as it was in the nature of a recommendation without any practical details.
The Italian proposal was an agreement in general terms not to increase armaments and it
rested on the honour of the contracting parties. The general idea of this truce was that any
great war was very improbable within one year, and that the States could admit such a truce
during the discussions of the Disarmament Conference.

The object of the Italian proposal was twofold. First, to prevent an increase in armaments
either by competition or by the desire to take advantage of the Disarmament Conference.
He agreed with M. Sokal that, in view of financial difficulties, such an increase was not very
probable. The second object was far more important; it was to secure a better political
atmosphere, not only for the Conference, but for every purpose. The Italian proposal would
certainly attain this object; on the other hand, M. Sato's proposal, interesting as it was, would
not have the same result. The discussions at the Disarmament Conference would probably
be lengthy and the conclusion doubtful. This would do very little to improve the political
atmosphere, while the result would be immediate if they had the courage and faith to accept
the Italian proposal.

Lord Cecil agreed that there were practical objections to the proposal and he had no doubt
that the experts would have little trouble in finding them. He did not think that any of these
objections were insurmountable, even such objections as those referred to by the United
States representative in respect of the difficulty of defining at what moment construction had
commenced.

He nevertheless realised that this proposal could not be applied if the great countries
refused to accept it. He therefore proposed to accept a resolution broadly containing the
Italian proposal. This resolution would be forwarded to all Governments invited to the
Conference, who would state before November 1st, or some other earlier date, whether they
were prepared to assume the undertaking demanded and what comments they desired to
make. This proposal would meet the difficulties felt by M. Sokal and some of those raised
by M. Sato. It would give the Governments concerned a few weeks' time to consider the
question. HIe thought the Italian proposal could be referred to a Drafting Committee with a
view to fitting it into the proposal of the five States and preparing a text which would be
passed unanimously and sent to the Governments with the object he had mentioned.

Lord Cecil proposed the following addition to the Italian proposal:

" The Secretary-General should be instructed to request the Governments to inform
him before October 24th, 1931, whether and to what extent they can accept the above
rules.



"On October 25th, the Secretary-General should transmit by telegraph to each of
the Governments the sense of the replies of the other Governments.

" On November 1st, the rules shall come into force for each Government-that has
accepted them, to the extent to which it has accepted them, unless it shall have notified
the Secretary-General that it withdraws its acceptance "
(The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.)

ELEVENTH MEETING.

Held on Thursday, September 24th, 1931, at 3 p.m.

Chairman : M. MUNCH (Denmark).

31. Report and Draft Resolution on the General Convention to improve the Means of
preventing War (Document A.T1.17.1931.IX) (Annex 3).

M. BUERO (Uruguay), Rapporteur, reminded the Committee that the Polish delegation
had proposed a text in order to make it clear that the contracting parties were not obliged to
withdraw their forces behind the lines fixed by the Council until the complete evacuation of
the invaded territory. He had no objection to adopting this text, while at the same time
pointing out that the Council would not be obliged to await complete evacuation before
fixing the lines.

The Polish amendment was adopted.

M. GOEPPERT (Germany) proposed that, in the paragraph beginning "The powers
conferred . .. ", the words " without an invasion having taken place or after an invasion
followed by an order for evacuation " should be substituted for the words " either before or
after an invasion ". The present text gave the impression, wrongly, that there was, in any
case, an invasion.

The amendment was adopted.

M. MASSIGLI (France) considered that the following paragraph on page 8 went beyond
the intention of the Committee:

" It has also been proposed that the Council should entrust to specialists the
examination of the problem of fixing the lines provided for in Article 3. It is thought
that the Council might perhaps consider this suggestion; preliminary investigations of
this nature might be useful and facilitate the application of Article 3, which should be as
rapid as possible."

It seemed that it was proposed that the Council should, in times of peace, undertake
these investigations on the various frontiers in order to prepare to fix, if need be, lines in case
of conflict. Such investigations made by experts might cause a certain emotion. He therefore
proposed that a formula be sought opening out the possibility of such investigations only
if a threat of war had arisen in a certain district.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, said he had himself raised this question. It
was necessary to render the working of this article of the Convention effective. When a crisis
had arisen, it would be difficult to instigate investigations for the purpose of fixing the lines.
The emotion that M. Massigli was afraid of would not be very great in the case of a common
frontier between two countries such as Spain and France, between whom there could be no
question of any conflict.

But since doubts had been raised regarding this proposal, he agreed to omit the entire
paragraph.

The paragraph was omitted.

M. BUERO (Uruguay), Rapporteur, proposed that in the paragraph following that
beginning : " In the event of the Council's deciding . . . ", the following sentence: " The
Third Committee considered that the question did not come within the scope of this
Convention, and that it could be usefully discussed at the Conference for the Reduction
and Limitation of Armaments ", be substituted for: " The Third Committee shared the
opinion of the Special Committee that the question did not come within the scope of
the Convention, and the Polish delegation reserved its right to submit the matter to the
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ".

Lord CECIL (British Empire) said the present text was correct, since it was the Polish
delegation, and not the Third Committee, which had reserved the right to submit this question
to the Conference.
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M. BUERO (Uruguay), Rapporteur, thought the Polish delegation's apprehensions were
shared by the Committee. He suggested that he should be instructed to bring the English
and French texts into harmony, with the co-operation of the Secretariat.

The proposal was adopted.

M. GOEPPERT (Germany) proposed that, in the paragraph beginning" As regards
Article 5 . . ", the words " that it is the said Party which has resorted " should be
substituted for " that the said Party has resorted ".

M. BUERO (Uruguay), Rapporteur, replied that the present text covered cases where both
parties had resorted to war.

M. GOEPPERT (Germany) thought neither text covered this case and he withdrew his
amendment.

M. FRANgOIS (Netherlands) proposed to omit the whole paragraph beginning with the
words " A proposal was put forward . . . ", as he thought this paragraph did not quite
convey the intentions of the authors of the proposal. On the other hand, he was doubtful
whether the Council was obliged to carry out every task arising out of a Convention voted by
the Assembly. In this case, it would be insufficient to state that such a declaration by the
Council was superfluous.

M. MASSIGLI (France) replied that the Committee had decided by formal vote to insert
a text in the Convention providing for the necessity of a declaration by the Council. The
Drafting Committee had criticised this proposal. As a compromise, the French delegation
had agreed to the insertion of this paragraph in the report. There was no doubt that the
Convention imposed definite responsibilities on the Council. If the contracting parties were
uncertain as to the attitude of the Council towards these responsibilities, they woul not ratify.

M. FRANCOIS (Netherlands) did not press his proposal.

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) pointed out that the Convention referred to
conservatory measures, whereas the report spoke of provisional measures, in particular
in the fourth paragraph of the report. It would be preferable to use the expression
" conservatory measures " throughout.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, replied that in this paragraph it was intended to
emphasise the provisional nature of those measures.

M. CABALLERO DE BEDOYA (Paraguay) stated that, in internal or international law,
conservatory measures were always of a provisional nature.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed to substitute the word " conservatory " for the word
"provisional " in the fourth paragraph.

The report and the draft resolution were adopted.

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

The CHAIRMAN read the following telegram from the Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs

" I acknowledge receipt of and thank you for your telegram of the 21st instant,
and have the honour to inform you that the Brazilian Government, though keenly
interested in the reduction of armaments which is the condition of universal peace and is
in accordance with the pacifist nature of the traditions and institutions of this country,
cannot appoint special delegates in view of the lack of time. It has, however, instructed
M. Raoul de Rio Branco, Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne, to take part as an observer
in the meetings of the Third Committee of the twelfth Assembly of the League of Nations
which is dealing with this question."

The CHAIRMAN welcomed M. de Rio Branco and asked him to take his seat in the
Committee.

M. MASSIGLI (France) said that he would speak in particular on the Italian proposal,
around which the discussion was at present centring. He associated himself with the tributes
paid to that proposal, which he agreed was both objective and generous. He did not wish
to fall into the error of those who looked for egotistic motives in the noblest actions. It was
doubtless by pure coincidence that this proposal provided a temporary solution for certain
difficult negotiations which had been carried on for many months, and that this solution
was entirely to the advantage of one of the parties concerned.

Obviously it was desirable that the Conference should meet in an atmosphere of
tranquillity, so that the discussions might be imbued with a general spirit of conciliation.
It remained to be seen whether the proposal would have the desired effect. The nervousness
prevailing throughout the world was due to very definite causes, which affected the daily
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life of peoples far more closely than a competition in armaments. The latter did not exist
at the moment, and, as Lord Cecil had remarked, it would be somewhat difficult for it to
spring up between now and the Conference.

The proposal before the Committee was expected to produce both a material and a moral
effect.

First, as regarded the material effect, it had been said that, if the proposal were adopted,
it would relieve the burden on the taxpayer. He thought this somewhat doubtful, since the
majority of budgets had been voted for a period up to April or even July 1932, when the
Disarmament Conference would have been sitting for several months.

It had also been said that the proposal would help to lessen economic tension. It was
perfectly true that, in the long run, an alleviation of military burdens would have the best
possible effect on the economic situation. But with regard to the more immediate and
distressing problem of unemployment, the position was very different. That had been
recognised on the previous day by the United States delegate, who, while approving the
Italian proposal in principle, had made a reservation in regard to unemployment and the
need to avoid aggravating the stagnation in the shipbuilding industry.

There remained the argument of the moral effect. He admitted that the truce might
have a moral effect, but there were other methods that might be used, at all events concurrlntly,
to produce a moral effect which would create a favourable atmosphere prior to the Conference.
Certain Governments which would be represented at the Conference, including the French
Government, had indicated their preoccupations. They had referred to political problems
which would weight the atmosphere of the Conference. If it were desired to create a favourable
moral atmosphere before the Conference, they might perhaps turn their attention to those
problems. No one had proposed that they should do so. That was doubtless because
everyone felt that they should not be too ambitious and should know where to stop.

On the other hand, the truce would not have any great effect unless it clearly marked
the end of further increases in armaments. From this point of view, the Italian proposal
was perhaps not so clear or practical as was supposed.

With regard to naval armaments, the proposal suspended the placing of vessels on the
stocks. He asked whether that covered the laying down of vessels - that was to say, the
placing of contracts and the purchase of supplies for dockyards under conditions which
might enable construction to be accelerated as soon as the truce had expired. But the most
serious difficulty was the question of replacements. They already knew that one important
delegation would make reservations in regard to the construction of destroyers for replacement
purposes. It was possible that other delegations might make similar reservations. Supposing
two countries possessed fleets of comparable tonnage, and one of them had been compelled
by circumstances to allow its fleet to become more obsolete than that of the other. To prevent
this older fleet from losing all its value, regular replacements would be necessary. It was
obvious that, if the placing on the stocks and even the laying down of vessels were suspended
for one year, the older fleet would be at a disadvantage as compared with the younger.

As regarded land armaments, the principle appeared to be simple. It was that of
budgetary limitation. At the same time, M. de Scavenius had already drawn attention to
certain difficulties. For instance, it might happen that, during the next year, payments due
on a construction programme in progress - such as a fortification programme - or a change
in the date of the embodiment of recruits, producing a temporary increase in effectives, might
increase the expenditure without any actual rise in the level of armaments. Another objection
was that the budgetary experts, in their report, had unanimously urged that in no case should
credits voted be taken as a basis of budgetary limitation; the only reliable criterion was
that of actual expenditure. The reason was that credits might be voted for a smaller
expenditure than that which was desired, while the expenditure might be subsequently
regularised by voting supplementary credits. It would be sufficient to postpone such
regularisation until the end of the truce in order to circumvent the Italian proposal in practice.

As regarded air armaments, the Preparatory Commission had found it insufficient to
limit aircraft numerically, and had considered it essential also to limit their horse-power.
The Italian proposal confined itself to numerical limitation, which would make it possible for
Powers to observe the undertaking and at the same time to increase their air forces considerably
by replacing small aircraft by more powerful machines.

He thought he had said enough to show what difficulties stood in the way of the practical
application of the proposal before the Committee. Governments making the suggested
declaration of intention would not on that account place themselves beyond suspicion and
criticism. The same difficulties would remain, and consequently the same atmosphere, which
they thought they were dissipating.

He was inclined to think that Lord Cecil realised certain of those difficulties, and that
that was why he had proposed that Governments should themselves make, within a specified
period, the required declaration of intention, adding any comments which they thought fit.

The comments would take the form of reservations. Either, on November 1st, those
reservations would have to be regarded as depriving the proposed truce of all value, or a
meeting would have to be held to bring them into harmony. Such a conference would take
place between November Ist and February 2nd. It would have the disadvantage of
interrupting the enquiries now being made by the Governments in preparation for the General
Conference; moreover, the discussions to which it would give rise would completely destroy
the moral effect which the truce was expected to have. If the discussions were prolonged,
they might even create a worse atmosphere for the General Conference than that which
at present existed.
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There were only two possible solutions: either to make a recommendation in the sense
indicated by M. de Scavenius, or to refer the question of the truce to the Conference, as
M. Sato had proposed. M. Massigli, who had made a proposal in this sense (see Annex 5), was in
favour of the latter solution, but did not wish it to be used as a means of shelving the proposal.
Consequently, at the same time as it referred the question to the Conference, he suggested that
the Assembly should ask the Council to take measures so that the Governments might be
prepared to conclude the agreement necessary to establish the truce immediately after the
Conference met. As that might give rise to a certain amount of discussion, Governments
should be asked to communicate to Geneva, before the Conference - somewhere about the
beginning of January - their proposals with a view to the conclusion of that agreement.

Reference had been made to the moral effect of the truce. If, a few days after it met,
the Conference could announce that it had established an armament truce for its whole
period on clear bases accepted by all, that would be more than a gesture -- it would be an act.

Baron RAMEL (Sweden) stated that Sweden, in signing the draft resolution, had wished
to point out that, in her opinion, the League of Nations should not allow the Assembly to
terminate without making a serious effort to relieve existing uneasiness by contributing to the
preparations for the Disarmament Conference. It was, moreover, important not to raise
fresh discussions in the Third Committee when that Conference was to meet in the near future.

The proposal made by the five Powers was clear. As the Governments were at present
sending particulars regarding the level of their armaments, it was natural that they should be
asked to keep to that level until the Disarmament Conference had reached a result. Otherwise
the work of that Conference would be rendered particularly difficult. The discussions which
had just taken place seemed to show that it was impossible to go further than the five Powers
proposed. It would, however, be a source of great satisfaction for Sweden if it were found
possible to conclude a real undertaking covering more concrete and definite obligations than
those proposed.

Mr. BEAUBIEN (Canada) realised that, as a representative of a distant country,
he must show some caution in approaching a discussion which would appear to be of particular
interest to the European countries. He could not, however, forget that, the day after war
was declared, Canadian troops were called on to fight in Europe. At the present moment,
thousands of petitions, signed by hundreds of thousands of people, were circulating in Canada
asking the League of Nations to find a definite solution for the difficult but essential problem
of disarmament.

While realising the difficulties which had been referred to, he had been under the
impression that an agreement could be reached to stop, for a stated time, competition in
armaments. If that were impossible, how could an agreement be reached to limit or reduce
them permanently ? He did not wish to give advice; he only wished to make clear the
intense desire of his country, in which all the disturbances and conflicts of Europe were
reflected, to see the disarmament problem finally settled.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) admitted that the draft resolution, which his country had signed,
was not perfect and that it was not so definite as other proposals placed before the Committee.
But the draft resolution was the least that the Assembly could do in order not to produce a
disastrous effect on public opinion. The discussion had just shown that it was also the most
that could be done in order to reach that unanimity which was essential.

M. Sato had proposed to take action at the beginning of the Disarmament Conference.
M. Massigli had supplemented this proposal by bringing in the idea of inviting Governments
to send proposals for a truce in advance. He considered these two proposals to be quite
insufficient. On the other hand, the more definite proposal of the Italian delegation had no
prospect of being unanimously accepted, even with Lord Cecil's proposal to delay the decision
of the Governments. Under these circumstances, there was nothing to do but to accept the
proposal of the five Powers, which constituted an act of confidence, a protest against the
competition in armaments, and, lastly, an appeal to public opinion.

M. Motta appealed to his colleagues' spirit of conciliation to accept this resolution.

M. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) stated that the idea in the proposals submitted was
universally accepted. The policy of Yugoslavia was directed towards the maintenance of
peace. It was significant that this discussion only referred to the manner.of realising the
principles on which the proposals were based.

He agreed to some of the objections and reservations regarding the Italian proposal;
he did not think the Committee could at the present moment make an effective study of the
question and reach a decision. The proposed procedure was contrary to the procedure
normally admitted, under which the Preparatory Commission had drawn up a draft which the
Governments were to study and to discuss on February 2nd, 1932. Lord Cecil's proposal,
which would open a discussion in the month of November next, was open to the same objection.
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In these circumstances, the Yugoslav delegation approved the French delegation's
proposal that the question of a truce should be dealt with at the beginning of the Disarmament
Conference. The draft resolution of the five Powers might, after some changes, obtain
general approval.

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) paid a tribute to the intentions which had inspired the draft
resolutions. Such a manifestation would form a useful preparation for the Disarmament
Conference. For that purpose, however, it should be unanimously accepted, not only by
those present, but also by the States not represented.

The Roumanian delegation was in favour of General de Marinis' proposal, but, in view
of the objections raised by M. Sato, M. Sokal and M. Massigli, was doubtful whether it could
be unanimously accepted. On the other hand, the proposal of the five Powers, as explained
by M. de Scavenius, did not prevent the execution of programmes already adopted, while it
prevented competition in armaments at the last moment; it might therefore be unanimously
approved. The Roumanian delegation was therefore in favour of this resolution and
suggested that the truce in question should last for one year, as the Italian delegation had
proposed. If it proved impossible to reach an agreement even on this proposal, the Roumanian
delegation would agree that the question should be referred to the Governments for information
or should be settled by the Conference.

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) agreed that the idea of a truce was bound to receive the
general approval of the Governments and of public opinion. It was the basis of all reasonable
discussion, and the Disarmament Conference could not dispense with such a loyal and definite
measure dealing with concrete points.

The Czechoslovak Government would have little difficulty in adopting either of the
proposals submitted. A Czechoslovak law restricted the possibilities of budgeting for
military expenditure. This law, which had been strictly applied for two years, would be still
more rigorously enforced in future years, without any undertaking being received from
other Powers.

But the Committee was obliged to obtain unanimity; the text must be free from
reservations, which could only cause misunderstandings. He therefore approved the proposal
of the five Powers, which he thought was the easiest of acceptance by all delegations. As the
discussion had been opened, it was indispensable to show public opinion that the parties were
prepared to accept a minimum of obligations without any ulterior motive. Czechoslovakia
was prepared to undertake this obligation immediately. If, on the other hand, the Committee
wished to express that it is necessary and essential to conclude a definite and loyal truce
regarding all classes of armaments during the Conference, the Czechoslovak delegation agreed
in advance.

M. HOLSTI (Finland) was prepared to agree to the proposal of the five Powers. He could
do it with the greater justification as the global sum the Diet was asked to grant for the
expenditure for national defence during the next budgetary year was inferior to the
corresponding expenditure this year.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thanked the delegates who had approved the Italian proposal
and those who, while not accepting it, had expressed their sympathy with its idea. If he
had rightly understood the French delegate, the latter apparently thought the proposal had
been put forward because it would bring some advantage to Italy. General de Marinis did
not understand what advantage Italy could obtain from a truce which, on the contrary,
would favour countries with the strongest armaments.

The objections to the Italian proposal had been, in the first place, of a technical nature.
It was impossible at the present moment to open a technical discussion. But there was and
could be no solution which would not give rise to technical objections. The idea of making
any progress would therefore have to be abandoned unless the parties were prepared to make
certain concessions.

Some speakers did not appear to attach much importance to the moral question, which,
on the other hand, had been given due weight by most of the delegates. For the first
time, it was proposed to make a positive gesture which would not consist merely of fine words
and praise of peace and good relations.

In spite of M. Motta's arguments and his appeal for conciliation, General de Marinis was
not convinced that the proposal of the five Powers would constitute definite progress towards
the preparation of the Disarmament Confe rence. He had therefore drawn up a fresh resolution
which might be discussed either in the Committee or in a sub-committee. This draft resolution
began with the first three paragraphs of the draft of the five Powers and went on as follows :

"Considering moreover that, in the present general situation, a reduction of
armaments, or, at the very least, an immediate undertaking on the part of States not to
increase their armaments, would be of valuable assistance in restoring confidence and,
more particularly, in creating an atmosphere favourable to the success of the coming
Conference:

" The Assembly approves the following rules for the establishment of an armaments
truce and requests the Council to communicate them without delay to all the Governments
invited to the Disarmament Conference:

" (1) Each Government undertakes not to increase the expenditure on land forces
already authorised for the current financial year, and likewise not to exceed the total
of such expenditure during the next financial year until the expiry of the truce;
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"(2) Each Government undertakes not to place any warship on the swocks until
the expiry of the truce, provided always that vessels under construction may be continued
and completed;

" (3) Each Government undertakes to suspend the construction of additional
military aircraft during the period of the truce, except to replace machines which are
placed out of commission during the truce;

" (4) The duration of the truce shall be for one year, dating from November 1st, 1931.
" The Assembly requests the Council to ask the above-mentioned Governments to

inform the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, not later than October 15th, 1931,
whether they propose to adopt the above rules ".

Lord CECIL (British Empire) wished to clear up any misunderstanding as to his attitude.
The British Government was entirely in favour of the Italian proposal. A very clear declaration
had been made on this subject in the House of Commons.

Some speakers appeared to have understood that he had proposed not to adopt the
Italian proposal immediately, but to refer it to the Governments. His suggestion was, in
fact, to adopt the Italian proposal, and then to send it to the Governments with a request
that they should state whether, and how far, they were prepared to make a declaration in
the terms of the proposal. The draft resolution just submitted by General de Marinis appeared
to contain the same idea.

He did not see any reason why all the declarations should be exactly the same. They
might vary in one way or another. The Governments would naturally have to modify their
attitude in accordance with that adopted by other Governments.

M. Massigli had treated the question in a little too technical a manner, as if there were
going to be a draft convention, whereas the idea was merely to state that the parties proposed
to stop competition in armaments for a given period. The plan which he had submitted would,
to a great extent, achieve the result aimed at by M. Massigli, who wished that the views of the
Governments should be known by January. Moreover, he thought it was not for the Third
Committee to fix the procedure for the Disarmament Conference. Discussions on the truce
at the beginning of that Conference might be prolonged and create serious misunderstandings;
this would be an unfortunate beginning for the Conference.

Lord Cecil proposed that the two proposals should be submitted to a sub-committee,
which should endeavour to combine them. If it did not succeed, they would be referred to
the Committee, which would give a decision. He hoped that, under these circumstances,
the minority would accept the decision of the majority.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) said his delegation was prepared to vote for any text which
was unanimously approved; it could either vote for the minimum proposal or for the Italian
proposal, or it could even go further.

The Spanish delegation considered that, as the truce would be short, there was no great
danger in accepting it, but, on the other hand, it would appear to be unnecessary to go into
too many details for such a short period. The Spanish delegation would prefer a stronger
but more elastic undertaking; it therefore proposed that the States should undertake to reduce
their total expenditure for national defence by 10 per cent, while remaining at liberty to arrange
this expenditure in any way they chose.

This proposal might give rise to difficulties; therefore, the Spanish delegation had not
submitted a definite text; it considered, however, that such a reduction, which would amount
to 500 million dollars, would be an act of the greatest value in the present crisis.

M. MASSIGLI (France) noted that no reply had been given to the technical objections
which he had put forward. As he was convinced that these objections would arise again as
soon as an endeavour was made to fix a text, he feared, while agreeing to the constitution of
a sub-committee, that this sub-committee would only arrive at a so vaguely worded text of a
resolution that it would give rise to different views and contention as soon as it had been
communicated to Governments.

M. SATO (Japan) thought the moral effect, which was considered indispensable for the
success of the Disarmament Conference, had already been produced by the decision to convene
that Conference and the maintenance of the date of February 2nd, 1932. It was unnecessary
to do more. He therefore maintained his proposal, while accepting M. Massigli's proposal that
the Governments should state their views on the Italian plan in January. This would make
it certain that the truce would be discussed at the beginning of the Conference.

In any case, the Japanese delegate could not agree that replies should be received by
October 15th, as, on that date, his Government would not be in possession of the documents
necessary for its decision.

M. VARASIRI (Siam) stated that, as he had no instructions from his Government on this
question, he would abstain from discussing it or giving his vote. October 15th was not an
acceptable date for his Government.

The CHAIRMAN announced that the French delegation proposed a draft resolution which
began with the first paragraph of the draft resolution of the five Powers and which continued
as follows:

" Being convinced that the realisation of the undertakings contained in the Covenant
regarding the reduction of armaments ' to the lowest point consistent with national safety
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and the enforcement by common action of international obligations' 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 inevitably 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 ' a rivalry in armaments ',

"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, more especially by making preparations for common
action in the event of aggression; and,

"Considers it necessary that, without prejudice to the decisions of the Conference
or the programmes or proposals that any Government may there put forward
'corresponding to existing conditions in regard to regional and general security', 1 an
agreement should be reached as soon as the General Conference of 1932 meets in order
to avoid any rivalry in armaments while the Conference is in progress."

The Chairman proposed to refer the question to a sub-committee, which would examine
the draft resolution of the five Powers and the other proposals submitted. The sub-committee
would work on the idea that unanimity apparently existed as to the object, which was to stop
the competition in armaments, while there were differences of opinion regarding the methods
of reaching this result.

The proposal was adopted.

The sub-committee would include the Chairman and delegates from the following countries:
Chile, Czechoslovakia, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Norway, Poland,
South Africa, Spain, Switzerland and the United States of America.

(The meeting rose at 6.50 p.m.)

TWELFTH MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 28th, 1931, at 10.30 a.m.

Chairman: M. MUNCH (Denmark).

33. Draft Resolution regarding Information on the Position of Armaments.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, stated that it had appeared necessary to submit
the following draft resolution in order to stimulate the forwarding by the Governments of
information on the position of armaments:

" The Assembly,
" Noting that, of the sixty-three Governments invited to participate in the

Disarmament Conference, twenty-five have up to the present communicated information
on the position of their armaments in conformity with the recommendation made by the
Council at its January and May sessions:

"Requests the Council to invite the Governments which have not yet transmitted
their replies to the Circular Letters from the Secretary-General dated February 17th
and June 13th, 1931, on the position of their armaments, to do so as soon as possible,
and in any case before November 1st, 1931, in order to enable the Secretariat to provide
the Disarmament Conference with adequate documentation."
The draft resolution was adopted.

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

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Sub-Committee had almost reached
an agreement when difficulties of interpretation had arisen from the fact that some countries
had armament programmes extending over several years. As it had been impossible to reach
agreement, the Sub-Committee had thought fit to explain the position openly to the Committee.

1 Assembly resolution of September 24th, 1926.
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Mi. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), fapporteur, said the idea of the authors of the resolutions
was to create an atmosphere favourable to the Disarmament Conference. It was in this
spirit that the Committee had requested the Assembly to invite countries convened to that
Conference, and not represented in the Committee, to take part in the latter's work. The
problem was to find a unanimous text simple enough to appeal to public opinion and concrete
enough not to mislead it. The difficulties became apparent as soon as an attempt was made
to unite these three qualities in one proposal.

The resolution submitted by the five Powers had the advantage of being simple, but, on
the other hand, it was insufficiently concrete. The Italian delegation's resolution, on the
contrary, was very concrete. It was, however, less simple and, in particular, it had not found
unanimous acceptance. Attempts had been made to combine these two resolutions on the
basis of the only element which is common to all armaments - namely, budgetary expenditure.
The idea had been thought of of asking Governments not to increase their total annual
expenditure for national defence. Technical difficulties arose as soon as efforts were made to
define exactly the extent of the undertaking. It was therefore proposed to solve the question
by introducing the idea that any fresh schemes involving an increase in expenditure should be
prohibited.

The majority of the delegations in the Sub-Committee had adopted this idea. The
French delegation, however, proposed to prohibit any fresh scheme involving in general an
increase in armaments without reference to expenditure. In short, the Committee was faced
by two tendencies. The first was to decide definitely to create an armaments truce, by which
armaments would remain as they were at the present moment, while the second, which was
based on explanations given by M. de Scavenius to the Third Committee, was that the truce
should not apply to expenditure involved on programmes under execution or even merely
adopted by parliaments.

The texts on which the discussions were based, and which were still open to amendment,
were as follows:

" Convinced that the crisis which at the present time is creating such profound
disturbance among the nations of the world is due to a number of economic and political
causes originating principally in the lack of mutual confidence between the nations, and,

" Convinced that a renewal of the competition in armaments would necessarily
lead to an international and social catastrophe:

" The Assembly addresses a solemn appeal to all those who are desirous that practical
effect should be given to the principles of peace and justice upon which the Covenant
is based, and urges them to devote all their efforts towards creating a world opinion strong
enough to enable the General Disarmament Conference to achieve positive results,
including, in particular, a gradual reduction of armaments, to be continued until such
time as the object laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant is attained.

" In view of the fact that an under- "Considering in particular that by not
taking on the part of all States not to increasing their armaments and by thus
increase their armaments, would help avoiding competition in armaments the
to create an atmosphere of confidence, States would help to create an atmosphere
to prevent competition in armaments of confidence favourable to the success of the
and to prepare the ground for the success forthcoming Conference,
of the forthcoming Conference;

" The Assembly,

" Requests the Governments invited to the Disarmament Conference to prepare
for this event by means of an armaments truce and accordingly:

"Requests the Council to urge the " Requests the Council to urge the
Governments invited to the said Governments convened to the Conference
Conference to show their determination to show their firm determination to support
to support the efforts to ensure and the efforts to ensure and organise peace, and
organise peace, and, without prejudging the decisions of the

" Without prejudging the decisions Conference or the programmes or proposals
of the Conference or the programmes or submitted to it by each Government to
proposals submitted to it by each refrain from any new scheme involving an
Government, to abstain for the period increase in their armaments;
of one year from November 1st, 1931,
from any new scheme which would
involve an increase in the annual
expenditure on national defence and a
resultant increase in the present level
of armaments;

"Likewise requests the Council to " Likewise requests the Council to ask the
ask the Governments to state, before Governments to state, before November 1st,
November 1st, 1931, whether they are 1931, whether they are prepared for the
prepared to accept this truce in period of one year as from that date to accept
armaments. " this truce in armaments. "



In the text on the left, the idea of the prohibition of any new scheme was defined by the
undertaking not to increase the effective annual expenditure, while, in the text on the right,
it was defined simply by an undertaking not to increase armaments.

The difficulty was that no definition was given as to the present level of armaments.
Did it mean that any construction which had been begun should be immediately stopped,
or would the development of the programme be regarded as an infringement of the truce ?

In conclusion, M. de Madariaga expressed the hope that, by giving an interpretation in
the report, unanimous agreement, which already existed as to the object, would also be attained
in respect of the wording.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) was convinced that all the delegations agreed that it would
be useful to have a truce in armaments for one year from November 1st next. He was not
sure if they were all agreed as to what a truce in armaments meant. The Italian proposal
explained it by stating definitely what should be done with regard to sea, land and air armaments.
After carefully considering this proposal, the British Government was in favour of it and was
prepared to support it.

Difficulties of a technical character, which he did not wish to underrate, had been raised,
and attempts had been made to find some other formula, which, while preserving the
conception of a truce in armaments, would not go into so much detail. In his own view, a
truce in armaments meant that for one year no country would seek to increase its armaments
beyond their existing level, so as not to disturb the existing proportion of armaments between
the various countries. The conception was that, after laying down this general principle, it
would be left to the honour of each State to carry it out without entering into details.
Provided the military strength of all countries remained for one year as it was on November Ist,
trifling changes might be left out of account. It would be sufficient to state, in the simplest
language, that the Governments would abstain from anything which involved an increase
in their armaments. That would not prevent them from replacing one vessel by another, or
one battalion by another, provided the new vessel or the new battalion were of the same type
and strength as that which they replaced.

In conclusion, the truce depended on the confidence placed in the loyalty and honour of
the Governments. It was for them to say whether, in their own view, what they were doing
was compatible with the undertaking that armaments should not be increased.

The British Government was prepared to have this confidence, and it would be a fine
thing if, pending the preparation of a more complete and scientific system, all countries could
declare their entire confidence in the loyalty of the other Governments.

He hoped that, if the Committee agreed on this principle, the Drafting Committee could
find a form of words in a very short time.

M. SOKAL (Poland) reminded the Committee that the object of the proposals was merely
to address an appeal to the Governments and to public opinion, in order to lessen the tension,
by stating that, for the moment, no one proposed to engage in competition in armaments.
The discussion had raised difficulties, due to the fact that the Committee had departed from
the original idea of merely making a declaration. To interpret a declaration was tantamount
to drawing up a convention. Other interpretations of the term " armaments truce " than
that given by Lord Cecil might be found, but this did not help to reach an agreement.

In the present state of affairs, there was no danger that a State might considerably
increase its armaments. Under these circumstances, it was preferable merely to make a
simple declaration, without entering into details. Moreover, as the Governments were
invited to reply before November 1st, they could, if they wished, go into further details.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) pointed out that many shades of meaning had been brought
forward in the Sub-Committee, and that any attempt to explain all these differences might
lead to misunderstanding rather than to clearness. It should be sufficient if the Third
Committee allowed some delegations to express their ideas on the solution of the problem.
The Committee should ask the Sub-Committee to meet again in order to find a text which would
be unanimously adopted. If the Committee failed to arrive at unanimity, there was danger
of creating in the minds of the public a feeling of uneasiness which could but increase existing
differences.

At present there was agreement on three points: the idea of a truce, the idea that the
Governments should be allowed a certain time to express their opinions, and, lastly, the
duration of the truce, which would be fixed at one year. Differences had arisen when going
into the details of the Italian delegation's proposal. The latter had allowed certain concessions
by agreeing that the truce should take the form of an undertaking not to increase expenditure
on armaments. That was not sufficient, since the ideas of expenditure on armaments and
budgets varied greatly in different countries. In particular, the question arose whether
expenditure voted on former schemes would be authorised. All these points raised differences
of interpretation.

In order to reach an agreement, the proposal of the five Powers should be taken, and it
should include the expression " armaments truce ", together with the idea of a time-limit
for replies and the duration of the truce. Several interpretations were possible for the expression
" increase in the present level of armaments " which occurred in this draft resolution, but
M. Sokal and Lord Cecil had explained that one could only place confidence in the honour of
the Governments. He therefore proposed to ask the Sub-Committee to continue its discus-
sions and to base them on the resolution of the five Powers with the amendments which he
had just proposed.



M. SATO (Japan) said all categories of armaments should be treated in the same manner.
With regard to naval armaments, the expression "level of armaments " was easily
comprehensible, since it was synonymous with the word " plafond " or maximum authorised.
In some countries the level of armaments was fixed by treaties. The construction of replacement
ships provided for in the said treaties would then be accepted, as it did not imply an increase
in the naval forces of the contracting party. He also could not agree that the replacement
of vessels provided for by such treaties should be prohibited. In this case, if the replacement
were authorised for naval armaments, it would appear to be difficult to cancel programmes for
land armaments which had already been decided and voted. In this case, neither the
Committee nor the Assembly had the right to fix the maximum; this would be the task of the
Disarmament Conference. It was thus obvious that, before the maximum for any State
was known, it was unwise not to authorise the continuation of construction, the cessation of
which would certainly result in unemployment and deterioration of the work already
accomplished. It might happen that the Conference would not authorise a State to continue
certain construction, but it was impossible to condemn such construction before the results
of the Conference were known.

These remarks applied specially to the construction of fortifications which might have
been begun by certain States, and would also apply to the construction of aerodromes and war
ports. All decisions regarding the execution or stoppage of programmes must rest with the
Disarmament Conference.

It had been stated in the Sub-Committee that an unfair position would be created between
States which had programmes and could continue them and those which had no programmes
and could make no change in the existing position of armaments. M. Sato recognised this
objection, but the fact that the truce would only last one year, and that before that time the
Disarmament Conference would give a decision on the utility of programmes under execution,
would appear to reduce this difficulty. In any case, he had agreed to discuss a draft resolution
on the truce under the idea that this truce would not affect the execution of programmes
already decided. He thought this point should be raised in the Sub-Committee, but he wished
in the meantime to make a reservation on the subject.

Colonel Ali Khan RIAZI (Persia) reminded the Committee that the Preparatory
Disarmament Commission had agreed to consider two categories of countries - namely,
those which were already sufficiently armed and for whom a reduction might be considered,
and those which were insufficiently armed for their own security, for whom merely a limitation
of armaments could be considered. It was for this reason that the word " limitation " had
been added to the word " reduction ".

It was on this basis that Persia agreed to take part in the Disarmament Conference.
Persia's position was well known and it was unnecessary to go into details. In all the
resolutions proposed, only the strongly armed countries were taken into consideration, while
those whose armaments were insufficient were left out of account. Under these circumstances,
Persia considered that the truce did not concern her, and that the Persian delegation should
therefore abstain from voting; this did not imply that it disapproved of the generous ideas by
which these draft resolutions were inspired or that it approved competition in armaments.
In order, however, not to prevent unanimity from being reached, the Persian delegation would
accept the French delegation's text with the addition of the word " limitation " to the words
" gradual reduction "

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) did not object to the question being
referred to the Sub-Committee, but he expressed his uneasiness if the discussion was resumed
on the basis suggested by M. Motta. Lord Cecil had clearly stated the question: Were they
willing, or not, to undertake not to increase armaments ? The proposals put forward did
not, in his opinion, accomplish the object which M. Grandi had in mind when he appealed to
the other countries to establish a favourable basis for the discussions of the Disarmament
Conference.

M. Sokal had proposed that the Governments should state by November 1st next how they
interpreted the truce. This procedure, which consisted in giving written interpretations when
there was no conference at which they could be discussed, was liable to increase the confusion.

With regard to the resolution of the five Powers, he not only regarded it as ineffective,
but thought it might even be harmful. It was merely the expression of a wish. He had no
doubt that the Powers would regard the wishes of the Assembly as to a great extent compulsory,
but no one would be able to gauge the extent of these obligations. He feared that the result
would be to destroy that favourable atmosphere which they were endeavouring to create.

The CHAIRMAN said he had understood that M. Motta's proposal was to retain the
end of the draft resolution - namely, " Likewise requests the Council to ask the Governments
to state before November 1st, 1931 . . ." If that were so, the difficulty raised by
lr. Wilson would not exist.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) stated that the Chairman had correctly interpreted his idea,
lThe question was referred to tile Sub-Commiltee.
(The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.)



THIRTEENTH MEETING.

Held on Monday, September 28th, 1931, at 10.30 p.m.

Chairman : M. MUNCH (Denmark).

35. Telegram from the Women's International League for Peace and Freedom.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Women's International League for
Peace and Freedom had sent him a telegram asking for the institution of an armaments truce
under conditions intelligible to the masses and which would meet their aspirations.

36. Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegations of Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland concerning an Armaments Truce and Draft Report
(Annex 4).

No objection was raised to the draft resolution prepared by the Sub-Committee.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) pointed out that, at the beginning of the second paragraph of
the second section of the report, the sentence " The Bureau of the Assembly, on September 19th,
invited the following States" was incorrect. This should read: " The President of the
Assembly, in agreement with the Bureau, invited . . .

M. MASSIGLI (France) requested enlightenment on the meaning of the last sentence of
the fourth paragraph of the fifth section " Nevertheless other delegations, including the
Italian delegation . . ."

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) said that it was desired to express the idea that to postpone the
conclusion of the truce until the beginning of the Disarmament Conference would not have
the effect of preparing an atmosphere favourable to the work of the Conference.

The text was referred to the Rapporteur for amendment.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) proposed to delete the words " upkeep and renewal " in the
sixth paragraph of the fifth section. This paragraph reads as follows:

" Furthermore, certain delegations declared that they did not regard as incompatible
with the proposed truce the normal carrying out of legal enactments relating to effectives,
the regular execution of programmes for the upkeep and renewal of land, naval and air
material or fortifications and the constitution of the corresponding stocks."

This text did not take into account the situation of certain countries whose national
defence had been disorganised by the war, and who needed not only to maintain and renew
their material, but to constitute normal stocks.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) strongly urged M. Fotitch not to press his amendment, as
otherwise there would be nothing left of the truce.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) regretted that he was unable to give satisfaction to Lord Cecil,
as that would mean anticipating the results of the Conference. The formal instructions which
he had received prevented him from withdrawing this amendment. He would also point out
that the idea of the truce was contained in the principle laid down in the preceding paragraph
-namely, that the efforts at present expended should not be increased. His Government was
prepared to accept that obligation. It did not wish to increase the effort which it was at
present making but merely to maintain that effort.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, pointed out that, according to the terms of the
resolution, the programmes or proposals which Governments would submit to the Conference
were not prejudged. Moreover, the statement made in this paragraph on behalf of certain
delegations only bound those delegations and the Yugoslav delegation was not obliged to
subscribe to it. 

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) said that he quite understood that anyone could make statements.
That was precisely what he had done himself in explaining what he personally considered
compatible with the truce.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) thought that M. Fotitch had done well to raise the question of
principle. All interpretations were permissible, provided that the principle remained intact.
A State was quite justified in continuing to carry out its programmes, provided that the total
effort expended on armaments was not increased, but if it wished to make an exception in
regard to certain items of armaments, this exception, however slight, affected the actual
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principle. In particular, to increase material by degrees, as provided for in a programme,
without cutting down other items to make up for this increase, would destroy the truce.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) thought that M. Fotitch's apprehensions were not justified.
He had subscribed to the principle, but had interpreted the following sentence as an attenuation
of that principle and had found that it did not cover his own case. He had therefore wished
to enlarge the meaning of the sentence. M. Motta did not think that it had been intended to
attenuate the principle. All that was necessary was to make it more elastic. He therefore
proposed that the sentence in question should read: " They did not regard as incompatible
with the integrity of the principle thus laid down which must remain intact . . . "

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought it was paradoxical to attempt to make a principle more
elastic while stating that it should remain intact. Moreover, the explanation given by
M. Tumedei made the matter very complicated. How could an increase in certain forms of
armaments, resulting from the spread-over of expenditure provided for in a programme, be
set off by reductions effected elsewhere ? How was the value of the adjustment to be
determined ? If a programme of fortifications required larger expenditure for one financial
year than that for the previous year, although the extent of the fortifications under
construction remained unchanged, it would be almost absurd to say that this increase should
be set off by reductions in other forms of armaments. It was precisely because itwas considered
elasticity was necessary that this idea of military effort was introduced.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) said that he would like to remove any misunderstanding. In
his view, there was no question of renewing the competition in armaments. However, the
meaning of the report was not clear, since it had given rise to divergent explanations on the
part of the members of the Sub-Committee. In his opinion, the paragraph restricted the
elasticity of the principle, since the limited enumeration given meant that all measures not
included might be regarded as contrary to the truce.

M. MOTTA (Switzerland) pointed out that it was nevertheless the delegations which desired
the greatest elasticity which had inserted the passage that M. Fotitch considered too restrictive.
In order to satisfy both M. Massigli and M. Tumedei he proposed to say: " They did not
regard as incompatible with the principle thus laid down, which must remain predominant ".

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) asked M. Fotitch whether he would be satisfied if the words
"renewal of material " were replaced by " restoration of material ".

Lord CECIL (British Empire) thought that it was impossible to begin such a delicate task
at this late hour. The paragraph under discussion was merely part of a general summary and
the resolution alone was of importance. It would rest with the Governments to formulate,
before November 1st, any exceptions which they wished to make to the principle of the truce.
At present it would take too long to mention all the various points of view in the report.
Perhaps M. Fotitch would be satisfied if his point of view were clearly stated in the Minutes.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, asked M. Fotitch whether it would be possible for
him to choose one of these two alternatives : either, to dissociate himself from the delegations
which had made the statement he considered inadequate or to accept the text submitted
by M. Motta - namely, " that the principle thus laid down must remain predominant"
followed by an enumeration of measures which would be given as examples.

M. TUMEDEI (Italy) wished to explain how his delegation had modified its views since its
original proposal was made. It had first asked for definite engagements, but had later agreed
to a truce in the form of a global limitation of expenditure on armaments, which made its
application very elastic.

M. Massigli was not satisfied and asked that the principle itself should be made elastic.
If it were made too elastic, the whole idea of the truce would be destroyed; however, he was
prepared to accept the last text proposed by M. Motta which M. de Madariaga had just
repeated.

M. MASSIGLI (France) thought that, after the explanations which had just been given and
especially in view of the fact that, as pointed out by M. de Madariaga, the measures enumerated
in the paragraph were to be given merely as examples, the text should meet the desires of
M. Fotitch.

M. FOTITCH (Yugoslavia) agreed that after M. Motta's explanations, which had been
confirmed by the Rapporteur, his doubts as to the meaning of the paragraph had been removed.
He would therefore accept it if it were made quite clear that the enumeration was not
exhaustive.

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain), Rapporteur, proposed the following text:
" Certain delegations made a point of stating explicitly that they did not regard as

incompatible with the principle thus laid down, which must remain predominant, such
measures as . . .

This text was adopted.
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M. COLBAN (Norway) said that the following paragraph, where it was said that " It is to be
anticipated that, in their replies, States will take into account the position of their neighbours
and especially those who are not members of the League of Nations ", contained an argument
which might be mentioned by certain countries in the replies which they had been asked to
transmit before November 1st. He did not see why the Committee should single out this
argument from the rest.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) proposed that the paragraph should be preceded by the
words " certain delegations considered that . .

M. HOLSTI (Finland) supported Lord Cecil's proposal.
The proposal was adopted.

Lord CECIL (British Empire) stated that the Council must be asked to take steps in order
that the declarations made by the Governments might not be considered as valid before all
the Governments had had the opportunity to examine them.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) supported this view.

The CHAIRMAN thought that it would suffice to mention the proposal in the Minutes,
should it be adopted.

The proposal was adopted.

M. GAJARDO (Chile) declared that the Chilian delegation was particularly pleased to note
the agreement reached by the Committee on the subject of the armaments truce - that is,
the undertaking to be given by the Governments that for a period of one year, from November
Ist next, they would not take any steps involving an inl crease of armaments.

There was no doubt that this agreement, which would be ratified to-morrow by a resolution
of the Assembly, would produce the best impression on public opinion throughout the world,
and would create an atmosphere favourable for the success of the approaching Disarmament
Conference, which was awaited with justifiable impatience by all the peoples of the world.

Agreement had only been possible after long and difficult discussions, during which the
delegations of the countries most closely concerned showed a most conciliatory spirit. The
spirit of Geneva clearly continued to exercise its beneficent influence, which made it possible
to approach the most thorny problems with the certainty of reaching a satisfactory settlement.

If the work of the Conference were carried on in the same atmosphere, we should see one
of the greatest successes of our day, and the cause of peace would gain one of its most striking
victories.

The Italian delegation and those who had put forward the so-caltled " draft of the Five 
were deserving of great gratitude. It was to their initiative that the present happy result
was due.

If, as would no doubt be the case, the armaments truce provided for in the draft resolution
were accepted by the Governments, it would bring about a noticeable improvement of inter-
national relations, resulting in that truce in mental and political outlook which was essential
if a way were to be found out of the present difficulties.

The speaker represented a country which, after a satisfactory settlement of the long
frontier dispute with the Argentine Republic, signed with that country in 1902 a treaty of
truce and reduction of naval armaments. He was therefore able to assure the Committee
that his Government would examine the resolution wit the greatest possible care and in the
sincerest spirit of peaceful co-operation. He must not, however, conceal from the Committee
that the geographical position of his country, and its long-standing attitude towards the
disarmament problem, would compel it to consider the question from the regional point of
view and in relation to the attitude of other States on the American continent.

In any case, the peace-loving tradition of Chile was a guarantee to the Committee that
the idea of such a truce would be warmly welcomed by the Chilian population.

In conclusion, M. Gajardo desired to draw the attention of the Committee to the short
period allowed by the draft resolution for the despatch of replies from Governments. His
own country was very far from Geneva. If the resolution were sent by post, his Government
would not have time to reply by the stipulated date; moreover, Chilian law required the
assent of Parliament for an undertaking which would involve a limitation in expenditure, as
such matters were the concern of Congress. He hoped that the Council would bear these
facts in mind when drawing up instructions for the Secretary-General.

Cemal Iiuslu Bey (Turkey) stated that Turkey had gladly accepted the invitation to
assist in the discussion of the armaments truce; his delegation had closely followed the
discussion, thus proving the sincere wish of his country to co-operate in an international work
on the invitation of the League, and the importance attributed by his Government to the
problem of disarmament, and its earnest desire to reach a reasonable settlement of the question.



Turkey valued highly the motives which had led to the proposal of the five Powers.
His country had resolved in principle to support the proposal of General de Marinis, which
gave a more definite form to the same idea; the same applied to other proposals, the object
of which was to modify the Italian proposal as regards the date or procedure. The discussions
and negotiations which had taken place in the Committee and in the Sub-Committee had led
to a formula which, in the opinion of the Committee, met the objections raised against the two
first proposals.

It would, nevertheless, be understood that Turkey could not consider herself as bound
by a decision involving an undertaking - particularly one concerned with disarmament 
unless she had taken part in the discussion and in the voting on a footing of absolute equality
with other delegations. For this reason, Turkey quite naturally reserved to a latter date her
definite reply to the proposal which had just been adopted. In any case, he wished to make
it clear that, in the opinion of his Government, whatever the solution arrived at, it could not
be regarded as involving in any way the maintenance at the approaching Conference of the
present level of armaments. At that Conference, the Turkish delegation would support a
reduction in armaments, and the adoption of a system leading, if necessary by gradual stages,
to universal equality in this respect. Recent observations and events had only strengthened
the conviction, which the Turkish delegation had often expressed in the Preparatory
Committee, that, in present conditions, the only efficient and practical means of providing
security was the conclusion of treaties of neutrality. The best solution of the disarmament
problem lay in bringing down the more powerful armaments, to a moderate level, in order
to produce as soon as possible equality in this respect.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that as the report and the resolution were interdependent,
he would put them to the vote simultaneously.

The report and the resolution were adopted, the Persian delegation abstaining.

37. Close of the Committee's Work.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the Rapporteurs, M. Buero and M. de Madariaga, and also
Dr. Lange who, as Rapporteur to the Special Committee, had attended various meetings of the
Committee. He also expressed his thanks to Sir Thomas Wilford, Vice-President of the
Committee, to the representatives of the States who had sat on the Committee and who were
not represented at the Assembly, and, finally, to the Secretariat. The Committee had
undertaken a task the great difficulties of which were due, first, to the fact that they had not
been able to hold a sufficient number of meetings, and, secondly, to the differences of opinion
which had been expressed in the Committee, and which were the natural echo of those existing
in the countries represented.

Nevertheless, thanks to its conciliatory spirit, the Committee had succeeded in agreeing
on the resolutions proposed by the Spanish delegation, which were a starting point for fresh
efforts towards moral disarmament, the only really sound basis of the security which was so
universally desired.

The Committee had evolved a Convention which would occupy an important position in
the organisation of security, and had succeeded in finding an agreed formula regarding an
armaments truce, the object of which was to strengthen that mutual confidence which was
so essential in the present critical times. The world was suffering from a double crisis, arising
out of political and economic causes, the close interdependence of which increased their
seriousness. There was a disturbing lack of balance in men's minds, and, in this difficult
situation, the approaching Disarmament Conference would perhaps mark a turning point
in the history of the League, and even in that of mankind. If the meetings of the Third
Committee had contributed in any way to the success of that Conference, they would not have
worked in vain.

M. SOKAL (Poland) expressed his warm appreciation of the admirable manner in which
the Chairman had presided over the work of the Committee, and congratulated him on the
noble words with which he had just closed the discussion.

(The meeting rose at 12.30 a.m.)
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ANNEX 1.

Official No.: A.III.12.1931.IX.

COMMUNICATIONS OF IMPORTANCE TO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS
AT TIMES OF EMERGENCY.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporieur: M. BUERO (Uruguay).

I. FACILITIES TO BE GRANTED TO AIRCRAFT.

At its eleventh session the Assembly adopted a resolution concerning the regime applicable
to aircraft engaged in transport of importance to the working of the League at times of
emergency. The resolution provided, on the one hand, that negotiations should be undertaken
by the Secretary-General and the Governments concerned, with a view to the application
of the rules laid down by the Assembly, and, on the other hand, that the Council should decide
on certain measures of detail relating to the identification of aircraft used in the service of
the League.

The Third Committee had noted with satisfaction that the replies received from the
Governments and the information communicated by the Secretariat indicate that the regime
desired by the Assembly could be applied immediately in the event of a situation necessitating
emergency communications with the League. Some States have not yet replied to the
Secretary-General's request, but there is no reason to suppose that they would raise difficulties.
With respect to the identification of aircraft engaged in such duties, the Council has adopted
a proposal submitted to it by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications
and Transit, which was drawn up after consultation with the International Commission for
Air Navigation. The resolution adopted by the Council applies only to aircraft possessing
a nationality. It was not considered fit to raise at this time the question of aircraft belonging
to the League of Nations.

II. FACILITIES TO BE GRANTED TO MOTOR TRANSPORT.

At its eleventh session the Assembly also adopted a resolution concerning the regime
applicable to motor vehicles effecting transport of importance to the working of the League
at times of emergency. The resolution provided that the matter should be generally governed
in the same manner as that concerning aircraft. The Third Committee notes with satisfaction
that the regime applicable to motor transport, as desired by the eleventh Assembly, could be
put into operation immediately.

III. CONSTRUCTION OF A LEAGUE WIRELESS STATION.

The Third Committee had noted that in view of the work being carried on under contracts
with various companies, the wireless station is expected to be in operation at the latest by the
beginning of 1932. It believes that the Assembly will appreciate the progress achieved in
this direction.

IV. LAYOUT OF AN AERODROME NEAR THE SEAT OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

A technical report (see document A.21.1931.VIII), prepared by a committee of experts
appointed by the Chairman of the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications
and Transit, concerning the layout of an aerodrome near the seat of the League which would
be of service to the League at times of emergency, has been submitted to the present session
of the Assembly. While the technical examination of the question appears to be concluded,
it would seem that some non-technical questions between the Swiss Federal Government
and the Secretariat of the League have not yet been settled. In these circumstances the Third
Committee considered that the discussion of this question should be postponed until the next
session of the Assembly, in order that the Assembly might be in possession of all the information
required for its decision.



ANNEX 2.

Official No: A.III.13.1931.IX.

CO-OPERATION OF WOMEN AND OF THE PRESS IN THE
ORGANISATION OF PEACE.

DRAFT REPORT BY THE THIRD COMMITTEE T TTHE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporleur : M. BUERO (Uruguay).

On September 11th, the Assembly decided to refer for examination to the Third
Committee the following draft resolution submitted by the Spanish delegation concerning
the co-operation of women and the Press in the organisation of peace:

" 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."

The Spanish delegate, M. de Madariaga, explained that the reason why paragraphs (a)
and (b) had been inserted in the same draft resolution was that, in the opinion of the Spanish
delegation, an effort was required to ensure that the work of maintaining peace was carried
out in a good moral atmosphere, and that among the most important factors in the creation
of this atmosphere were, in its view, the action of women and the action of the Press. The
Committee, while agreeing with the Spanish delegation, nevertheless thought it preferable
to treat these two questions separately, though it recognised that they had a common basis.

In consequence, it has prepared two distinct draft resolutions.

I.

CO-OPERATION OF WOMEN IN THE ORGANISATION OF PEACE.

The Third Committee unanimously acknowledged the results already obtained from
the co-operation of women in the work of peace, whether in their individual capacities or
by national and international women's organisations. During the discussions in the Third
Committee, due account was taken of the interest displayed by women in the work of the
League and it seems advisable to see whether schemes for closer co-operation could not be
examined -- especially at a time when the Geneva organisation is undertaking what may
be decisive work in the sphere of peace and understanding between nations.

In view of the importance of the educative and moral role played by women, and of
their influence in the formation of public opinion, this co-operation may be of great value
and produce important results.

The Committee felt that on this occasion it should not deal with the question of admitting
women to positions either in the League or connected therewith, this question having already
been settled by Article 7 of the Covenant. Nor did the Committee intend to raise the
question of the composition of delegations taking part in the various conferences and committees
of the League of Nations, as this was a question within the competence of each individual
Government.

It was only concerned now with their unofficial co-operation in the organisation of
peace and the maintenance of good understanding between nations. It would be for the
Council to examine the means whereby such co-operation could be promoted and intensified.

With these considerations in mind the Third Committee submits the following draft
resolution for the approval of the Assembly:

" The Assembly,

" Convinced of the great value of the contribution of women to the work of peace and
the good understanding between the nations, which is the principal aim of the League
of Nations:

" Requests the Council to examine the possibility of women co-operating more fully
in the work of the League."
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II.

CO-OPERATION OF THE PRESS IN THE ORGANISATION OF PEACE.

During the session of the Special Committee appointed to frame a draft general
Convention to improve the Means of preventing War, the Polish delegation, taking into
consideration the proposal made by the Swedish Government, submitted the following
recommendation:

" The Special Committee,
" Being aware of the danger which, in the event of an international crisis, may arise

from irresponsible Press campaigns and publicity given in the Press to inaccurate or
tendentious information;

"Recognising that aggressive propaganda against a foreign Power may in certain
circumstances constitute a veritable threat to the peace of the world:

"Requests the Assembly to consider this problem and examine the possibilities of
finding a solution."

The Committee decided to lay this question before the Assembly.
The proposal of the Spanish delegation is largely based upon the same considerations

as those of the Swedish and Polish delegations.
The Third Committee was unanimous in recognising that the Press could have a great

influence on the relations between the peoples, and that it is in the interests of peace that the
Press should receive and spread as correct and impartial information as possible.

This question presents only one aspect, although a very important one, of the general
problem of moral disarmament. The Third Committee was not asked to give its opinion on
the other aspects of this problem, which is dealt with in detail in a memorandum drawn up
by the Polish Government for the use of the delegations to the Disarmament Conference.

The Third Committee did not feel that it could make any positive suggestion regarding
the method of studying the difficult problem of the spread of false news. It confines itself
to proposing that the Assembly should bring this problem to the notice of the Council,
as its importance increases pari passu with the increasing interest in international relations
shown by the Press. It is for the Council, if it thinks fit, to examine, with the help of experts,
the best way of approaching this question.

The Third Committee noted with the greatest satisfaction the delegate of Denmark's
statement to the Committee-that his Government would welcome to Copenhagen the heads
of official Press bureaux and thus give them an opportunity of discussing means of establishing
regular unison between them which might to some extent promote the objects referred to in
the Spanish resolution.

The Third Committee considers that the examination of this problem should not be
confined to a meeting of representatives of official Press bureaux. It should be supplemented
by a consultation of those neswpaper groups which could give valuable advice on the subject.

The Third Committee submits the following draft resolution to the Assembly:

" The Assembly,
" Considering that the organisation of peace demands an international spirit freed

from all prejudices and misconceptions;
"Convinced of the necessity of ensuring that Press information shall be as impartial

and complete as possible:
" Requests the Council to consider the possibility of studying, with the help of the

Press, the difficult problem of the spread of false information which may threaten to
disturb the peace or the good understanding between nations."
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ANNEX 3.

Official No.: A.III.17.1931.IX.

GENERAL CONVENTION TO IMPROVE THE MEANS OF
PREVENTING WAR.

DRAFT REPORT BY THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.
Rapporleur : M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

In proposing to the Assembly the adoption of the text of a general Convention to improve
the Means of preventing War, the Third Committee desires first of all to offer its thanks to
the Special Committee appointed by the Council. This Committee, which was presided over by
M. Politis, had greatly lightened the labours of the Assembly by making a very exhaustive
study of the questions which had prevented the Committee on Arbitration and Security from
establishing a single text.

While the Third Committee has made certain amendments to the draft report prepared
by the Special Committee, it has in no way departed from the essential principles on which
that Committee had reached agreement.

First of all, the Third Committee, like the Special Committee, would emphasise that
the General Convention can in no way limit the powers held by the Council under Article II
of the Covenant. This article has proved itself very valuable in practice. To facilitate its
application, texts have been drawn up and approved by the organs of the League, more
especially the report of the Committee of the Council dated March 15th, 1927, approved by the
Assembly on September 26th, 1927, and by the Council on December 6th, 1927, the study
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security on Article 11 of the Covenant, recommended
to the Council by the Assembly on September 20th, 1928, and the Council's resolution of
June 7th, 1928, regarding measures to be taken in the intervals between sessions of the Council.

As, however, when a question is laid before it under Article 11 of the Covenant, the
Council's decisions must. be unanimous, it has seemed desirable to propose to the Governments
the acceptance of new undertakings, whereby certain decisions might be taken without their
votes counting for the purposes of unanimity when they were parties to a dispute and when
the Council thought fit to recommend to them certain clearly specified provisional measures.

These measures may be of two kinds: Non-military (Article I of the Convention) and
military (Articles 2 and 3).

Provision is made for two classes of measures of a military nature:
(1) Measures which, in circumstances that, in the Council's opinion, do not create

a state of war between the Powers in question, are designed to secure the evacuation
of the territory or territorial waters of one party or of a zone demilitarised in virtue of
international agreements by the forces of the other party which may have entered that
territory or may be flying over it in the course of a dispute (Article 2);

(2) The fixing by the Council, if it thinks this necessary, of lines in the territory
of the parties which must not be passed by the land, naval or air forces of the parties
to the dispute and, where necessary in order to avoid incidents, by their civil aircraft
(Article 3).

The text adopted for Article 2 emphasises the fact that it refers to circumstances which,
in the Council's opinion, do not create a state of war between the Powers in question. A
Convention designed to prevent war cannot, after all, be applicable when war has broken out.
For that case, other measures and sanctions are provided by the Covenant.

The question of the moment at which war actually breaks out may of course give rise
to difficulties of a theoretical nature. It would not seem that any more satisfactory
explanations can be given on this point than those furnished in the following passage from
the report submitted by M. de Brouckere to the Committee of the Council in December 19261 :

" We must now return to our previous remarks concerning the conditions which
must be fulfilled before a country can be regarded as having resorted to war. There is
no need to dwell upon the case in which the aggressor State formally declares war. Apart
from this eventuality, two conditions are necessary, as we said:

"(1) One country must have committed an act of war against another;
" (2) The latter country must have admitted the existence of a state of war.

" Further, the second country must have justification for taking up this attitude.
" Every act of violence does not necessarily justify its victim in resorting to war.

If a detachment of soldiers goes a few yards over the frontier in a colony remote from any
vital centre; if the circumstances show quite clearly that the aggression was due to an
error on the part of some subaltern officer; if the central authorities of the ' aggressor State '

1 See document A.14.1927, page 69.
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reprimand the subordinate concerned as soon as they are apprised of the facts ; if they cause
the invasion to cease, offer apologies and compensation and take steps to prevent any
recurrence of such incidents - then it cannot be maintained that there has been an act
of war and that the invaded country has reasonable grounds for mobilising its army
and marching upon the enemy capital. The accident which has occurred has in no way
released that country from the specific obligations laid down in Articles 12 and following.
It could not be so released unless it were the victim of a flagrant aggression of such a
serious character that it would obviously be dangerous not to retaliate at once.

In short, to borrow the felicitous phrase used in the Treaty of Locarno,' the country
in question must be exercising the right of legitimate defence '.

" Legitimate defence implies the adoption of measures proportionate to the
seriousness of the attack and justified by the imminence of the danger. If a country
flagrantly exceeded these limits, even if it were affronted by some incident of little
intrinsic importance, it would become, in actual fact, the real aggressor and it would
be only fair that that country should be made the object of the sanctions provided for
in Article 16."

The Committee has further thought it desirable to specify that there shall be equivalent
treatment for land, naval and air forces as regards both measures of the first class (evacuation)
and measures of the second class (fixing of lines not to be passed by the troops). In prescribing
measures of the first class, which are to be taken without delay, the Council's sole object is to
put an end to what might be described as an isolation of domicile. Consequently, as States
regard heir territorial wate as part of their territory, those wat oers must be evacuated by any
forces that may have entered them or may be flying over them, just as the territory itself
must be evacuated.

Certain doubts have been expressed as to the possibility of ensuring in practice equivalence
of treatment as between air forces and the other forces, as regards measures of the first
category, since the mobility of aircraft permits it very easily to fly back over foreign territory
during or after evacuation.

In this connection, the Committee desires to call attention to the last paragraph of
Article 3, according to which the contracting parties agree to give strict orders to the
commanders of their forces, if the Council so recommends, to take all necessary precautions
to avoid incidents. It is obvious that the latter paragraph will enable the Council to
recommend particularly that the order not to fly over the territory or territorial waters of one
party should be given to the air forces of the other party. Moreover, any raids by aircraft
would, like those by land or sea forces, if necessary be verified or reported to the Council
by the Commissioners which it had sent to the spot in accordance with the provisions of
Article 4.

Measures of the second category - that is, the fixing by the Council of lines which the
forces and, as far as may be necessary, the civil aircraft must not pass - may be prescribed,
if the circumstances contemplated in Article 2 have arisen, and after the Council has prescribed
measures designed to ensure evacuation, or if, in the event of a threat of war, special conditions,
particularly the possibility of contact between the forces, rendered it necessary.

The powers conferred on the Council by this article may be exercised either before or
after an invasion has taken place and order for evacuation has been given in accordance with
the provisions of Article 2.

The Committee agrees with the Special Committee in thinking that it is obviously
impossible in a general convention to formulate provisions for all the special cases which
may arise. The Council will fix, within the limits of the Convention, the conditions for
carrying out the measures which it prescribes. It will recommend to the parties only useful
and practicable measures. Moreover, as regard civil aircraft, each party has also the right,
particularly in the event of a threat of war, to notify in accordance with the rules in force,
that it prohibits flying over certain zones of its territory by foreign aircraft.

Further, as regards the actual fixing of the lines which the forces must not pass, it is
understood that if the Council, after endeavouring to fix these lines by common agreement
with the parties to the dispute, has been obliged, failing such an agreement, to fix them
with the consent of the party whose forces are affected, 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 parties concerned at the time when the Council of the League of Nations
takes its decision, nor the abandonment of any other work, position or line of communication
essential to the security or the supplies of the party concerned, the natural lines of defence
and vital centres being included among " the essential " works, positions, or lines of
communication.

Such are the provisional measures of a military natuie which the Council may, under
Articles 2 and 3 of the Convention, prescribe for the parties concerned. Obviously, other
measures might, in certain special cases, appear desirable. If so, it will be not in virtue of
the Convention, but under the general powers which it derives from Article II of the Covenant
that the Council will be able to prescribe them with the consent of the parties concerned.

Certain delegations have recommended, in particular, the generalisation of the system
of permanent demilitarised zones, but the Committee considers that such generalisation
mnight be brought about by way of bilateral agreements, and not by a general convention.

Other suggestions have been made with a view to facilitating the application, if necessary,
of Article 3. The possibility has been considered of neighbouring States negotiating between
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themselves in advance the limits of the demilitarised zones which they agree to create in their
territory in the event of a threat of war.

It has also been proposed that the Council should entrust to specialists the examination
of the problem of fixing the lines provided for in Article 3. It is thought that the Council
might perhaps consider this suggestion; preliminary investigations of this nature might be
useful and facilitate the application of Article 3, which should be as rapid as possible.

The Polish delegation again defended in the Committee the point of view which it put
forward in the Special Committee. It considers that, if the conservatory measures of a
military character are restricted to those provided for in Articles 2 and 3 of the Convention,
the latter will have little value, and the Polish delegation would, in particular, have liked to
have the following clause included:

" In the event of the Council's 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."
The Third Committee shared the opinion of the Special Committee that the question

did not come within the scope of the Convention and the Polish delegation reserved its right
to submit the matter to the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

The Third Committee unanimously accepted the text of Article 4 proposed by the Special
Committee for the supervision of the execution of measures of a military character prescribed
by the Council. It is understood that the task of the Commissioners appointed by the
Council in accordance with the provisions of Article 3 will consist exclusively of verifying on
the spot the withdrawal of forces prescribed by the Council under the conditions defined in
Article 2 of the Convention. The Commissioners may not make a more extensive inspection
than is necessary to verify the withdrawal of the forces, works or military establishments
and in no case may they inspect naval or air bases.

The Committee furthermore draws the Assembly's attention to the last paragraph of
Article 4 under which the rules to be followed for the composition and working of commissions
of inspection 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
Convention. The Assembly will certainly wish to draw the Council's attention to the expediency
of giving the competent organs of the League the instructions necessary for these regulations
to be ready in good time.

As regards Article 5 concerning the question of penalties, the Third Committee succeeded
in achieving unanimity, the Netherlands delegation having renounced the reservations which
it had asked to have inserted in the Special Committee's report. It is understood that the
second paragraph of Article 5 refers to the case of wars breaking out as a consequence of a
violation, established by the Council, of the conservatory measures of a military character
defined in Articles 2 and 3. As in all cases in which war breaks out, the Members of the
League may, and, in fact, must, decide whether a State has resorted to war contrary to the
obligations entered into under Articles 12, 13 or 15 of the Covenant, before considering ipso
faclo that a Member of the League has committed an act of war against all the Members.
Furthermore, in the special case referred to in the second paragraph of Article 5 of the General
Convention, the contracting parties will consider that the violation by another contracting
party of the supplementary obligations which it has freely entered into under Articles 2 and 3
of this Convention constitutes prima facie evidence, if war breaks out, that the said party
has resorted to war within the meaning of Article 16 of the Covenant. It is understood that
this is only prima facie evidence, which does not preclude proof to the contrary.

The Committee inserted in Article 6 a clause under which the parties to the Convention
undertake to provide, by the means at their disposal, such publicity as the Council may
think fit for its proceedings, decisions and recommendations when a dispute is brought before
it in the case contemplated by the Convention. For the application of this clause, which is
aimed at preventing public opinion as far as possible from receiving one-sided information
and also at influencing the public opinion of the countries involved with all the Council's
moral authority, the Council must take a decision concurred in by all the Membersvoting
other than the parties to the dispute. Naturally, this clause, like the others, cannot affect
the rights of the Council under the Covenant, and particularly its right to regard publication
of its discussions, decisions and recommendations as a matter of procedure under Article 5,
paragraph 2, of the Covenant; but publicity only becomes compulsory under Article 6 of the
Convention if it is decided upon unanimously.

The British delegation proposed the addition of a clause stipulating that it was understood
that the measures laid down in paragraph 1 of Article 2 should not affect the right of free
passage through the Suez Canal provided for in the Convention on the Free Navigation of the
Suez Canal signed at Constantinople on October 29th. 1888. To meet the British delegation's
wishes, the Committee inserted a second paragraph in Article 9 referring to this Convention.

The formal clauses of the Convention do not call for much comment.
It may, however, be well to draw attention to the fact that for the entry into force of the

Convention as provided in Article 14, ten ratifications or accessions will be necessary. More-
over, the last paragraph of the said article gives each contracting party the right to accompany
his ratification or accession by a reservation under which 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. It goes without saying that the ten ratifications or accessions
necessary for the entry into force of the Convention must either be ratifications or accessions
not accompanied by reservations, or ratifications or accessions accompanied by reservations
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but rendered final by the fact that the conditions laid down in the said reservations have been
fulfilled.

A proposal was put forward to insert a clause making the entry into force of the
Convention conditional, apart from the number of ratifications or accessions provided for,
on a declaration by the Council accepting the responsibilities laid upon it by the Convention.
After consideration, it was thought that such a declaration was superfluous; the Convention
having to be approved by the Assembly, it was recognised that the Council would have to
obey its provisions.

It was also proposed to draw up the Convention in the form of an instrument openonly
to the accession of the parties on the model of the General Act. The Governments would
only have been able to accede after obtaining the authorisation prescribed by the national
constitutions.

The Committee eventually decided on the system generally adopted for conventions
concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, because it recognised the force of
the argument that it would be easier for Governments to affix their signatures before the
Conference for the reduction and limitation of armaments than to obtain the necessary
authorisation for accession before February 2nd, 1932, the date on which this Conference
is to open. In signing the Convention, the Governments will assume a moral obligation,
and it is highly desirable that a large number of them should assume this obligation before
the Conference.

In conclusion, the Committee wishes to recall the passage in the Special Committee's
report in which the latter appraises the value of the draft which it drew up, and which has
become, with few amendments, the text of the present Convention.

After stating that it realised perfectly well the limitations of the text it had prepared,
the Committee explained that it did not seem possible to ask the States to accept more extensive
obligations in a general convention, " But ", it added, " whereas, in the matter of conservatory
measures, the contracting parties will not be legally bound except by the obligations in the
convention, there can be no doubt that they may, if they think fit, themselves agree or propose
to the Council to take other measures ' that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard
the peace ' and ' the good understanding between nations upon which peace depends '.

" Moreover, although the draft represents only a modest advance in the direction of the
means of preventing war, the Committee desires to emphasise its practical importance and
cherishes the hope that in the future this first step may be followed by other and more
important steps ".

The Committee fully endorses the Special Committee's opinion, and associates itself
with the hope thus expressed.

I have accordingly the honour to submit the following draft resolution for the approval
of the Assembly:

"The Assembly,
"(1) Taking note of the report submitted to it on behalf of the Third Committee;

"(2) Thanking the Special Committee for the admirable work it has done towards
the framing of the draft general Convention to improve the Means of preventing War:

"(3) Approves the text of the said Convention which has been drawn up by the
Third Committee;

" (4) Decides to open the Convention for signature by the States Members of the
League and by those non-member States to which the Council of the League shall have
communicated a copy of the Convention for that purpose;

" () Earnestly trusts that a large number of States will sign the Convention
before the opening of the forthcoming General Disarmament Conference; and

" (6) Requests the Council to make the necessary arrangements in good time for
the preparation of the rules referred to in the last paragraph of Article 4, in order that,
should circumstances so dictate, the Convention may be put into effect immediately
upon its entry into force."
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ANNEX 4.

Official No.: A.III.22.1931.IX.

ARMAMENTS TRUCE: INFORMATION ON THE POSITION OF

ARMAMENTS IN VARIOUS COUNTRIES.

DRAFT REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE ASSEMBLY.

Rapporleur : M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain).

I.

In the general discussion of the Report on the Work of the League of Nations since the
last Assembly, a number of speakers emphasised the decisive importance of the result of the
coming General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

The Third Committee noted with keen satisfaction that the Council had fixed February 2nd,
1932, as the date for the convening of the General Disarmament Conference, and that the
confidence expressed by the eleventh Assembly in this connection had thus been justified.
The representatives of many countries expressed the opinion that the Assembly ought not to
adjourn without contributing to the work of the said Disarmament Conference, by preparing
the moral atmosphere essential to its success by means of an act of international goodwill.
This view was expressed by a large number of speakers in the Assembly, in particular by the
first Italian delegate, M. Grandi, who announced a proposal for the institution of an armaments
truce as a means of preparing the Conference. The matter was also the subject of a draft
resolution (document A.51.1931.IX), submitted to the Assembly by the Danish, Norwegian,
Netherlands, Swedish and Swiss delegations and referred to the Third Committee on September
12th last.

This draft resolution proposed that the Assembly should, in the first place, issue 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 the success of the Conference, and, in the second place, request the Council to urge
the Governments summoned to the Conference to abstain, pending its result, from any steps
for the increase of the present level of their armaments.

* *

The Third Committee was of opinion that, in view of the close connection between its
discussions on the subject and the work to be done by the Conference, it would be desirable
for those States not represented in the Assembly, but which are invited to take part in the
Conference, to take part also in the work of the Committee relating to disarmament.

On the Third Committee's proposal, the Bureau of the Assembly, on September 19th,
invited the following States to be represented on the Committee: Afghanistan, Argentine,
Brazil, Costa Rica, Egypt, Ecuador, Salvador, Turkey, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America. It was proposed that the States that were not Members
of the League should be represented in an advisory capacity only.

The following States accepted the Assembly's invitation : Costa Rica, Egypt, Turkey,
the United States of America and Brazil, the latter being represented by an observer.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics stated that, in view, amongst
other things, of the short notice given, it was unable to send a delegate to take part in the
discussions of the Third Committee. Being, however, always prepared to support any proposal
for the limitation of armaments, it would be disposed to associate itself with the proposal of
the Italian Foreign Minister, M. Grandi, provided that proposal was adopted in a form obligatory
on all countries, and that it covered all classes of armaments, and that the signatories of the
undertaking confirmed that it should 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.

*

The Third Committee had before it, on the one hand, the draft resolution presented by the
five countries; on the other hand, a concrete proposal proposed by the Italian delegation to
give effect to the proposal made by M. Grandi at the Assembly. A discussion of some
importance took place in connection with these proposals.
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The idea of an armaments truce as a contribution to the preparation for the Conference
met with general assent. But opinion was divided as to the forms and methods of giving
practical application to this idea.

*
* *

In the course of the Committee's discusssions, the Italian delegation, with the support of
a certain number of other delegations, and particularly of the British delegation, submitted
a draft resolution which in its view, while based on the same motives as the five countries'
draft resolution, was calculated to give more precise form to the idea of the armaments truce.

The Italian proposal was that each Government should undertake for a period of one year
dating from November 1st, 1931:

(1) Not to increase its expenditure on land forces already authorised for the current
financial year, and not to exceed the total of such expenditure during the next financial
year until the expiry of the truce;

(2) Not to place any warship on the stocks, provided always that vessels under
construction might be continued and completed;

(3) To suspend the construction of additional military aircraft, except to replace
machines which are placed out of commission during the truce.

The British delegation completed the Italian proposal by an amendment to which the
Italian delegation agreed, with regard to the procedure to be followed for the practical
application of the Italian proposal.

The Committee, moreover, had before it certain amendments by the French delegation
to the five countries' draft resolution. Useful suggestions were also made by a large number
of delegates.

* *

The Third Committee was of opinion that a tangible gesture should be made, indicating
not only the desire of the countries represented on the Committee to renounce for one year,
as from November 1st, 1931, any increase in the present level of their armaments, but also
creating before February 2nd, 1932, an atmosphere favourable to the success of the great
Disarmament Conference.

The Committee was fully conscious of the fact that such an undertaking could not and
should not replace the decisions that might be reached on a contractual basis at the Conference
itself.

Nevertheless, it felt that it would be expedient to make a gesture which, although having
a chiefly moral character, would be, in the Committee's opinion, none the less effectual in
its effects on the Governments and public opinion.

The Committee's aim had been to prepare the emoral atmosphere of the Conference by
getting the present session of the Assembly to take a plain and palpable decision foran
armaments truce. Certain delegations felt that a vague obligation was likely to lead to
different interpretations and consequently to dangerous controversies, and that only definite
obligations could answer to the end in view. But this made it necessary to elaborate a veritable
Convention, and only the Conference itself could do so at the outset of its work. Nevertheless,
other delegations, including the Italian delegation, pressed this proposal, pointing out that
otherwise the truce could not be utilised as an element in preparing for the Conference.

But the Italian proposal, which had the virtue of defining the obligations to be assumed,
contained, as some delegations thought, technical difficulties as regards execution, caused by
the definition itself and by the short period allowed the various countries between the adoption
and the execution of the plan. The Committee strove to combine the advantages of the
various proposals by eliminating their disadvantages, viz., by inviting the various Governments
to assume material obligations which were nevertheless sufficiently flexible to allow them to
be carried out. The result was the resolution, the text of which is given later. This
resolution is intended to prevent an increase in the effort at present being expended on the
whole of the armaments of each country.

Furthermore, certain delegations declared that they did not regard as incompatible
with the proposed truce the normal carrying out of legal enactments relating to effectives,
the regular execution of programmes for the upkeep and renewal of land, naval and air material
or fortifications and the constitution of the corresponding stocks.

The Armaments Truce will be brought about by means of an undertaking to be given
in the form of a declaration by the various Governments before November 1st, 1931.
It is to be anticipated that, in their replies, States will take into account the position of their
neighbours, and especially those who are not members of the League of Nations.

If, as a result of unforeseen circumstances, such as are more likely to arise in the case
of countries having responsibilities overseas, a Government should find itself compelled to
suspend the operation of its declaration, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations
should be immediately notified and should inform the other Governments concerned.

The Third Committee hopes that by unanimously accepting the proposed truce, the
Governments Members or non-members of the League of Nations will help to create an
atmosphere favourable to the work of the important Conference to which they have been
summoned.
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The Third Committee therefore proposes to the Assembly the adoption of the following
resolution:

"Convinced that the crisis which at the present time is creating such profound
disturbance among the nations of the world is due to a number of economic and political
causes originating principally in the lack of mutual confidence between the nations, and

"Convinced that a renewal of the competition in armaments would necessarily
lead to an international and social catastrophe:

" The Assembly addresses a solemn appeal to all those who are desirous that practical
effect should be given to the principles of peace and justice upon which the Covenant
is based and urges them to devote all their efforts towards creating a world opinion strong
enough to enable the General Disarmament Conference to achieve positive results,
including in particular a gradual reduction of armaments to be continued until such time
as the object laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant is attained.

" In view of the fact that an undertaking on the part of all States not to increase their
armaments would help to create an atmosphere of confidence, to prevent competition in
armaments and to prepare the ground for the success of the forthcoming Conference:

" The Assembly,
" Requests the Governments invited to the Bisarmament Conference to prepare

for this event by means of an armaments truce and, accordingly,
"Requests the Council to urge the Governments convened to the said Conference

to give proof of their earnest desire for the successful issue of the efforts to ensure and
organise peace and, without prejudging the decisions of the Conference or the programmes
or proposals submitted to it by each Government, to refrain from any measure involving
an increase in their armaments;

" Likewise requests the Council to ask the Governments to state before November
1st, 1931, whether they are prepared for a period of one year as from that date to accept
this truce in armaments."

II.

At the request of the Danish delegate, the Secretary of the Third Committee has furnished
some information regarding the technical preparations for the Conference. He informed the
Committee that, out of the sixty-three Governments invited to take part in the Conference,
twenty-five have so far replied to the Council's resolutions of January and May last, in which
the Governments were requested to forward particulars with regard to the position of their
armaments and all other data, technical or otherwise, which might help to inform the
Conference and to justify such specific proposals as the Governments may lay before it.

In its May resolution, the Council asked the Governments to forward these particulars
before September 15th and to make use, as far as posible, of the model tables contained in
the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission, and of the model statement
drawn up by the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions.

The Committee considers it of the highest importance that the Governments invited to
the Conference should be in possession as early as possible of full information in respect of all
the countries taking part. The Third Committee therefore has the honour to propose to the
Assembly the adoption of the following resolution:

" The Assembly,
"Noting that of the sixty-three Governments invited to participate in the

Disarmament Conference, twenty-five have up to the present communicated information
on the position of their armaments in conformity with the recommendation made by the
Council at its January and May sessions:

"Requests the Council to invite the Governments which have not yet transmitted
their replies to the circular letters from the Secretary-General dated February 17th and
June 13th, 1931, on the position of their armaments, to do so as soon as possible and in
any case before November Ist, 1931, in order to enable the Secretariat to provide the
Disarmament Conference with adequate documentation."




