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FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Mot~day, Febmary 2olh, 1928, at II a.tn. 

Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

1. General Discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN.- I have the honour to open the second session of the Committee on Arbitra
tion and Security. I have ventured to convene you immediately upon the completion of the 
work contemplated by the Committee with a view to the preparation of its second session. 

What is the purpose of this session ? At the first session we drew up our programme; 
and now, within the scope of our programme, we must embark upon the task entrusted to us 
by the last Assembly; the Committee has been asked to prepare a first report as to what 
measures we consider likely, in the present conditions of international politics, to increase the 
security of States. 

I consider it my duty to give you at least a brief account of all that hns been done in the 
period which the programme describes as the first stage, i.e., the period between the Committee's 
first and second sessions. 

As soon as our Committee's first session was closed, the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations immediately set to work to prepare the necessary material. A considt•rable amount 
of work has been accomplished, for which the Secretary of our Committee, 1\I. Sugimura, and 
his colleagues deserve our warm thanks. Among the results of this work nrc valuable studies 
on conciliation and arbitration, with a revised and enlarged edition of the publication of 1926 
entitled "Systematic Survey of the Arbitration Conventions and Treaties of Mutual Security 
deposited with the League of Nations"; an excellent study on the treaties of defensive alliance, · 
of mutual guarantee, etc., with synoptic tables of these treaties, and a remarkable historical, 
political and legal study of Article 10 of the Covenant. I know the Rapporteurs will agree 
with me that the Secretariat's work has greatly facilitated our task. 

Upon the conclusion of the Secretariat's preparatory work, the Rapporteurs appointed 
by the Committee at its first session set to work to prepare their memoranda. In these memo
randa they did not state the views of their respective Governments but only their own personal 
opinions. A glance at the volume containing their memoranda, which you have before you, 
will be sufficient to show you the extent of their labours. I think I shall be speaking for you 
all in thanking them very warmly. 

The Governments could make known their views on the problems under consideration 
by sending written observations up to December 31st last. When I learned that certain 
Governments proposing to send in observations required more time, I felt myself justified, in 
the interest of our work, in prolonging the time-limit until January 15th. Even after this 
date, indeed, we saw no objection to accepting the observations of Governments. Obser
vations reached us from the Swedish, Norwegian, Belgian, British and German Governments. 
They were sent to you; you are familiar with them, and it is therefore unnecessary to deal 
with them here. I should, however, like to express the gratitude of all those of us who have 
taken part in the preparatory work of this session for the observations of these Governments. 

We have been able to appreciate the efforts of the Swedish and Norwegian Governments 
to assist in the preparation of the memoranda by making concrete proposals, and we also 
appreciated the great importance of the British Government's having stated its point of view 
in so clear and definite a manner; we fully recognised, too, the value of the excellent suggestions 
contained both in the British and in the German observations. 

It is greatly to be hoped that the spokesmen of the States represented in this Committee, 
and perhaps of other States also, will make known their views on the various aspects of the 
problems under consideration with the same frankness, clearness and precision. For one of 

'the chief conditions of the success of our work is that we should be well acquainted with the 
political possibilities to be reckoned with. Otherwise, most of our work will not be of the 
kind that can be followed by acts, but will merely consist of theoretical studies. 

As soon as the .Rapporteurs had completed their memoranda, I convened them, together 
with the Sections of the League Secretariat concerned, to a meeting at Prague. 

Although I do not wish to anticipate the verdict of my honourable colleagues in the 
Committee, I think I may say that the three memoranda as presented and discussed at Prague 
give proof of a strong sense of political realities. The Prague discussions have, I hope, omitted 
no important question. They took into account all the vital interests of the different groups 
of States. The draft memoranda were based upon the idea that general security cannot be 
organised all at once or by uniform methods, but only step by step ; underlying them was the 
conviction that any proposals which represented an ideal and complete solution of one or 
other of the aspects of the problems at issue would, as the experience of the last few years 
has proved, be going beyond what is politically practicable in many countries, and would 
therefore be foredoomed to remain no more than an interesting piece of legal or political theory. 
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Rather, on the contrary, the memoranda represent~d efforts to formulate proposals which 
would be a definite step forward. You, gentlemen, will judge whether we have been successful. 
The memoranda were examined jointly at meetings held between January ~6t~ and February rst .. 

The principal aim of the joint examination of the memoranda was to ehmma~e any proposals 
which, under existing political conditions, would be inacceptable to certam Sta~es. We 
had to perform this duty, because we desired that, in the interests ~ot only of secunty b~t of 
the Preparatory Commission's work, our labours should be practical and not theoretical. 
For this reason we examined all proposals in the light of the opinions which G.over_nment~ have 
on different occasions expressed regarding various features of the problem~ studied; m pa~ticular, 
we took account of the statements contained in the above-mentwned observatiOns by 
Governments. At the same time, it was necessary to proceed in such a way that the various 
opposing arguments should nevertheless appear side by side in the memoranda in order that 
our Committee might finally be able to decide with a full knowledge of the facts. In s~ort, 
the work which we are submitting to you aims at being a well-considered an~ b<:lanced adjust
ment of different points of view. I repeat, gentlemen, you yourselves Will judge whether 
your J(apporteurs have succeeded or not. 

The second duty of the Prague meeting was to co-ordinate the memoranda so as to ~orm 
" an organic whole ", as requested by the Committee. As the members of the Comm~ttee 
have already been able to realise, it was impossible, owing to the classification of questwns, 
to combine the memorandum on arbitration and that on security in a single memorandum, 
according to the programme. I think, however, that this does not in the least affect the 
organic nature of the results of the Prague meeting. 

I should point out that, although the memoranda remain under the personal responsi
bility of their authors alone, unanimity was obtained upon all the points contained in them, with 
the result that each memorandum is now submitted by all the Rapporteurs and the Chairman 
as being suited to serve as a basis for the Committee's discussions. During the Prague delibera
tions, the Rapporteurs and the Chairman had occasion to make certain general statements 
which have been recorded in the Introduction to the three memoranda. We expedited the 
discussions in order that the members of the Committee might ~eceive the memoranda a 
fortnight before the present meeting, as they had requested. 

I must emphasise the fact that the memoranda only contain suggestions based upon 
certain principles generally accepted or recognised in existing treaties, or in drafts which have 
not come into force, or relating to certain methods for putting these principles into effect. 
They are not, therefore, full-fledged truths to be imposed upon our honourable colleagues. 
For this reason these memoranda contain a number of alternative suggestions. According 
to the memoranda, it is not for the League as such but for the different Governments quite 
freely to take measures to increase the degree of security in different parts of the world. Nothing 
would be asked from those who were not willing to participate in these measures. The 
collaboration, contribution or, if you like, the initiative of the League which might result 
from these memoranda would not commit the different States unwilling to participate in 
these measures to any special undertaking, but it would be in the nature of a guide should 
a State desire, together with other States, to organise security on behalf of peace. The League 
would only become a factor in certain circumstances and when States were unable to agree, and 
in this case it would offer them its good offices. It seems to me desirable that States should be 
free to choose their method of putting into practice principles recommended by the League, 
for, as M. Politis aptly remarks in his memorandum, security has also its subjective side, and 
it is upon this subjective security that the inclination of States to reduce and limit their 
armaments mainly. depends. 

We asked ourselves at Prague whether, taking into consideration every aspect of the 
problem before us, we should, in this initial stage of our work, submit to you the texts of the 
model treaties of arbitration, conciliation and security. Finally, wishing to reserve you full 
freedom of action, we decided to make all necessary preparations, but not to do so immediately, 
pending your decision on the subject. We have laid down the principles which would be 
embodied in model treaties. Following these principles, and making use also of the material 
collected in the publications and treaties registered by the Secretariat, we could produce 
in a very short time the few model treaties for which you might ask. 

As regards procedure, I think the memoranda are so clear that there is no need for the 
Rapporteurs to make any immediate explanatory statements. We might therefore at once 
procee~ to the general deba~e. du~ing which ~he Rapporteurs could give any explanations 
that might be asked for. It IS obvwusly most Important, as I have ventured to say with some 
emphasis, that we should know clearly and definitely the vie\vs of the various Governments · 
I would therefore ask my colleagues to have their names placed on the list of speakers and t~ 
give a general statement of the views of their respective Governments on the mem'oranda. 

Thus, at the end of this first stage of the discussion, we should know on what points we 
are all generally agreed, and those points could then be left out of the debate. There would 
remain the points in dispute. At the close of the general discussion, the Bureau would under
take to present to you any points on which delegates might have made reservations or announced 
new proposals. \Ye sh?uld thus enter upon the ~econd stage of the discussion, during which 
we should make a special study of each of the disputed points in turn. In the course of this 
second stage, any amendments to the text or new proposals that might be announced in the 
general debate would be presented and upheld. 

We sh~ll. I think, en?eavour n?t t? prolong the &eneral debate unduly, so that we can 
pass on qlllckly to a detailed exammahon of the spec1al passages in the actual texts of the 
memoranda. 
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This procedure which I am suggesting is based on the assumption that sub-committees 
are not to be immediately set up. \Ye shall see later on whether they are necessary or not. 
I may add at once that I do not wish to force your hands in any way, and that all I am offering 
you is a suggestion which I have worked out after talking to our colleagues of the Secretariat 
and to some of my fellow-delegates. On the other hand, the suggested procedure would 
involve the appointment, during the second stage of the discussion, of a drafting committee 
to prepare the new texts of which the substance had been adopted as the outcome of the 
Committee's debate and of the new proposals or amendments submitted by our colleagues. 

In any case, I think we shall see from the issue of the general debate what is the best 
line to follow. I myself shall be ready to accept any decision my colleagues may reach. 

That, gentlemen, is all I have to s11y about the work that has been done so far and the 
work that we have still to do. Our opening proceedings were followed with misgiving in 
some ·quarters, \\ith doubt and sct>pticism in others. On the whole, our lirst results have 
been favourably received; it is realised that we have done very useful work on which measures 
tending to increase the degree of security and to advance the work of disarmament can be 
based. 

That is certainly what we all wish. For my part, I have no doubt of the success of our 
efforts. Even if, in the course of our discus~ions, we arc called upon to surmount serious 
obstacles, even if we find difficulties in our way when we try to co-ordinate the various views 
of different Governments, we must, gentlemen, unremittingly, unflinchingly, unfalteringly, 
with patience, with energy, with decision and mutual goodwill, pursue our work and press 
straight on towards the goal. \Ve shall have our reward-another triumph for the League of 
Nations. I am sure, gentlemen, that we shall succeed. 

Lord CuSHENDUN (British Empire).- I desire at the outset to ll'ntler my most grateful 
thanks, on behalf of the British Government as well as myself, to our distinguished colleagues 
who have so ably prepared the way for our discussion by the memoranda which they have 
submitted, and I should like at the same time to say how I appreciate what you yourself, sir, 
have done in arranging this preliminary work ant! in writing your able and informative intro
duction to those memoranda. I am particularly glad to note that, in the observations which 
you have just made, you have expressed your approval of the memorantlum which was sub
mitted by the Government which I represent. That memorandum was prepared with the 
greatest possible care, and with an earnest desire to assist the work upon winch this Committee 
is engaged. 

The procedure which you have outlined I think an admirable sketch of the way in which 
we should proceed. There will come a period, no doubt, when we shall have to examine the 
memoranda in detail with considerable care, and it would be too much to expect that no 
grounds of criticism will be found. I have no doubt that here and there, in matters of ddail, 
we shall have to adjust the conclusions reached and arrive at an agreement after adequate 
discussion. For the moment we are only engaged, as I understand, in a general discussion 
of the principles involved, and I shall restrict myself for the moment to a general view of the 
work before us. 

For that purpose I think it is necessary to remind ourselves of our objective. The 
Preparatory Commission, whose aim was to prepare the way for a definite scheme of disarma
ment in accordance with the obligations of the Covenant, found itself confronted with very 
great difficulties in arriving at an international agreement, and it was in order to smooth the 
way for the work of the Preparatory Commission that we were chargc·d with the duty of 
investigating the cognate question of security, which we all recognise as being very closely 
entangled with that of disarmament, so much so that it is sometimes very difficult to d~cide in 
one's own mind which of these two is cause and which is eff,.ct. We ask ourselves: Docs 
disarmament depend entirely upon security, or docs security depend upon disarmament ? 
Speaking for myself, I think the more one reflects upon those two propositions, the more one 
sees that they are interdependent, and our duty in this Committee is to sec whether any 
practical measures which we can adopt will smooth the path for the Preparatory Commission 
in order that it may achieve what we all so earnestly desire-a large measure of international 
disarmament as a security for peace. 

I want the Committee if possible to realise that, unless during our work in this session 
we can among ourselves arrive at some real, practical measure which will give a greater sense 
of security to the nations of the world, we shall have very little hope of doing anything really 
practical and useful in the way of disarmament. 

I welcome very much, Mr. Chairman, some words of yours which I intend to quote in a 
moment. I have often heard criticism in England, and indeed elsewhere, to the effect that the 
work of this Committee in earnestly seeking measures of security indicates a lack of confidence 
in the League of Nations itself and in the Covenant which is its authority, because, after all, 
we must remember that it was intended by the framers of the Covenant of the League that 
the establishment of the League itself should be a security to the worW against the recurrence 
of war, and unless the League of Nations with its Covenant accomplishes that object it must 
be regarded as a failure. But I am not ready to make any such admission, and it is for that 
reason, l'rlr. Chairman, that I particularly welcome the wise words which you have set out 
for us in Clause 5 of your Introduction, which I should like to read. You refer there to the 
application of Article II, and to the Memorandum on the Articles of the Covenant which is 
now submitted to the Committee; you then continue: they . . , '• bring out the fact that the 
Covenant creates a measure of security which needs to be appreciated at its full value. " 
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We cannot too often remind ourselves that this is true. We are apt, in the discussion 
of subsidiary measures of security, to forget that the Covenant i~self creates a .measure of 
security which needs to be appreciated at its full v:alue, an.d y~m remmd us, Mr. <::harrman! t~at 
the articles of the Covenant itself are capable of bemg apphed m such a way that m the maJonty 
of cases they can prevent war. I think it is very desirable that this fundamental proposition 
should be emphasised by this ·Committee. It does not, of course, in the least preclude us 
from desiring to find subsidiary and supplementary measures-far from it-but we should 
keep clearly in mind that in the majority of cases the prevention of war may be secured by 
the Covenant itself. 

I am also glad to note that our Chairman in his Introduction deprecates resort to a too 
rigid procedure. At the end of Clause 5 he says: ."The responsible representatives of the 
States Members of the Council are equipped by the terms of~ the Covenant with extensive 
powers for the preservation of international, peace" .;That peace"~ ... :can be exercised effectively 
within the frameworkl:of the Covenant "-and Ij,;would especially emphasise the following 
words-" all the more'effectively because that instrument does not provide any rigid code of 
procedure for the settlement of international crises". That is a very wise caution, because 
I notice in some quarters a rather unfortunate tendency to desire exactly what the Chairman 
says we should avoid, namely, a too rigid procedure and too precise definitions as to the 
measures to be taken if a crisis should arise. 

I would also call attention to another very wise paragraph in the Chairman's Introduction. 
I refer to paragraph 12, in which he says : "Those nations which consider that the general 
measure of security afforded by the Covenant is inadequate for their needs ... must at the 
present moment regard the . conclusion of security pacts with other States in the same 

·geographical area as the only practical or possible form of supplementary guarantee." That is 
a propo~ition which, with great respect, I thoroughly endorse and approve. I believe 
that the measures which we can elaborate as supplementary to the Covenant will be found 
to be exactly those measures which the Chairman has in mind, namely, security pacts with 
other States in the same geographical area, and when I compare his Introduction with the 
three memoranda of our distinguished Rapporteurs, I find that, on the whole, they take the 
same view as the Chairman. They frequently emphasise the great value of the example 

. which has -been given to us by the Locarno Treaties. The British Government feel very 
strongly that the Locarno Treaties do offer the very best models that we can hope to follow, 
if we can get them applied in other areas. I realise, of course, the difficulties that there must 
be in following a model such as that of Locarno, and undoubtedly we cannot hope to follow 
it in every particular. If treaties of the same character are framed in other parts of the world, 
there will no doubt be local and particular conditions to be considered, but, speaking generally, 
I believe we shall find that the greatest hope of advance lies in following the Locarno example. 

The Assembly has itself put forward the Locarno Treaties as a model which it would 
desire to be followed elsewhere. The same idea has been expressed not once but several times, 
and it was expressed, if I remember rightly, in the course of our discussion at our first session. 
It will not be of very much use merely to repeat this pious hope, and I hope it may be found 
possible to take some practical step forward during the present session of our Committee in 
the direction of proposing a treaty on the Locarno model. 

Not quite sufficient emphasis perhaps has been laid, in my judgment, upon the proposal 
which was made by the Finnish Government for mutual financial support in a crisis. The 
British Government feels that this is a proposal which deserves the very fullest consideration, 
and it is prepared to support it. It believes that the proposal is an encouragement to preserve 
the peace and that it also offers a most desirable means of giving effective aid to any nation 
which finds itself the victim of unprovoked aggression. I hope that, in the course of our 
discussions, we may find that there is agreement in .the Committee in favour of that proposal 
as one of the means of security. 

It is quite clear from the reports that a large part of our discussion must centre round 
proposals for treaties of arbitration and conCiliation. Reserving all details until a later 
period, it strikes me that in these reports two methods are presented to us for promoting 
treaties of arbitration and conciliation. The first method is a multilateral or general treaty 
which is or may be signed by all States, or at any rate by a maximum number of States. The 
second method is the framing of a model treaty for individual States to follow when they 
desire to enter into bilateral arrangements either with one other State or another. group of 
States. Both methods are worthy of the fullest consideration, but they are quite clearly to 
be distinguished one from the other. In this connection, I would like to express my thanks 
to the Swedish Government for the draft which has been prepared and sent to us of a treaty 
which might serve as a model of that kind. I think that, if that treaty is taken as a basis 
for the discussion which has been suggested, it will perhaps require some amendment, but 
that will be matter for consideration when we come to discuss it in detail. 

I hope that the Committee will not think that I am making too bold a claim when I say 
that in this matter of arbitration and conciliation Great Britain has a very long and valuable 
experience. Our acquaintance with arbitration treaties and conciliation treaties goes back 
considerably more than one hundred years. A very large number of international disputes, 
especially between Great Britain and the United States of America, have been amicably settled 
in the past by this method. In some cases, very important disputes in which the almost 
vital interests of one country or of both were at stake, where under less happy circumstances 
war might easily have re~ulted between two great Powers, have been happily arranged during 
the last hundred years or more by this method of arbitration and conciliation. Having 
tested its value, not as a matter of academic theory but from practical experience, we rejoice 
to find that our example in that respect is now being very largely followed, especially since 
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the great war, by other'nations which hitherto have not given apparently quite the same 
amount of attention to this mode of settlement as ourselves. I need hardly say that we are 
ready to do all we possibly can to promote a large number of treaties of that sort between 
different nations, either by assisting in framing a model or by any moral support that we can 
give to our colleagues in this room and the Governments which they represent. We know 
from experience that caution is sometimes needed in the framing of such agreements, and 
we know that, though they are of almost unlimited value, there is also a limit to their applica
tion. Our own Government does not particularly need a model conciliation treaty for its 
guidance, since it has a great many such treaties in its archives; but it may very well be that 
for States less familiar than we are with this method of settling disputes it might be extremely 
useful that a model treaty should be framed, to be adjusted in its details by each State accord
ing to the circumstances arising as between one particular State and another. 

I wish only to say again that, as far as the general outline of procedure is concerned, 
I fully endorse the proposal of the Chairman. He has most ably assisted us in our work nnd, 
speaking for myself, I am more than willing gladly to accept his guidance. 

2. Communication by the Chairman regarding the Absence of M. Urrutia, VIce-Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I venture first to thank Lord Cushendun for the very flattering 
remarks which he has made concerning the Rapporteurs and the Chairman of the Committee. 
I think his words are of good augury for our discussions. 

Before closing the meeting, I would inform you that our Vice-Chairman, M. Urmtia, has 
sent me a letter announcing that he cannot take part in the meetings of the Committee during 
the session, and intimating that the Committee is free to appoint another Vice-Chairman. 

'Ve hope that our honourable colleague wilt be able to come dming the session, or to 
future sessions of the Committee, and I would therefore ask you nut for the moment to elect 
a new Vice-Chairman. 

The meetit~g rose at 12.45 p.m. 

SECOND MEETING 

Held on Monday, February 2oth, 1928, at 4.30 p.m. 

Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

3. General Discueeion (continued). · 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany).- I would first both personally and on behalf of the German 
Government associate myself with the words of thanks addressed this morning to the Chairman 
and Rapporteurs. 

The memoranda submitted by them for those who, like myself, have not been able hitherto 
to follow closely the deliberations at Geneva contain valuable material together with proposals 
and suggestions for the settlement of the serious difficulties involved in the questions submitted 
to us. 

I am glad to note that there is a certain measure of agreement between the views contained 
in these memoranda and the opinion of my Government. It seems hardly necessary for me 
to remind you of the views of my Government on the questions of principle concerning disarma
ment and security. The different representatives of the German Government, in particular, 
Count Bernstorff, have frequently explained them to you. Moreover, the German thesis 
concerning the relationship which exists between security and disarmament and between 
our Committee and the Preparatory Commission for the Di~armament Conference is equally 
well known to you. 

In order to acquaint you more definitely· with the point of view of the German Government 
on certain fundamental problems of our work, I would observe first of all that I was very 
glad to note that the Introduction contains particularly important observations on the 
present state of security. · 

In effect, the existing position with regard to security-a point to which Lord Cushendun 
alluded at the morning meeting-assumes an aspect essentially different Jfrom that which 
existed before the creation of the League of Nations, particularly as regards States whose 
armaments are on a different footing from those of other States. That does not mean that 
we cannot undertake useful and necessary work. The point I would emphasise is the necessity 
of avoiding giving the impression that the present conditions with regard to security are 
particularly unfavourable. On the contrary, I would at the outset record my belief that, 



thanks to the League of Nations and to the evolution which has taken place ]lnder its auspices, 
the existing conditions with regard to security are more :;ati~factory than they hav~ ever been 
before. We should be starting from a mistaken assumption If w~ based our disc~ss10ns on ~~e 
idea that the League of Nations and the agreements concluded m accordance With the spmt 
of the Covenant are of small significance in the domain of security. 
. It is, in my view, of capital importance that the basis of our work should be an endeav.our 
to find methods for settling pacifically all disputes between States without any exceptioi?. 
That view is put forward in the memoranda, but not everywhere with the same force. It IS 
my profound conviction that a real and effective guarantee of peace is only possible if we 
find a procedure which may enable a pacific settlement to be made of all possible disputes. 
Nothing Ieally useful would have been done in merely prohibiting aggression and threatening 
the aggressor with future sanctions. Just as in States it was necessary to introduce a system 
of law in order to put an end to the practice of the individual seeking justice for himself and 
of using brute force, so in international life peace cannot be really established without similar 
legal institutions. This observation may appear somewhat elementary, but I consider it 
to be of importance. 

As regards the choice of means to conduct us to the end which we are seeking to attain, 
I would associate myself in principle with the declarations of the Rapporteur, M. Holsti. 
I will not for the moment deal with disputes· of a purely legal character, as I believe that the 
basis for the settlement of such disputes is sufficiently clear. · 

As regards the question of political disputes, which is specially important, it is not to be 
expected that, in present conditions, a final solution such as that reached in the case of legal 
disputes can be obtained. We must therefore, first of all, take into consideration the 
proc~dure of conciliation as a valuable factor in the pacific settlement of suchdisputes. 

· In this connection, we already find very valuable suggestions in the numerous agreements 
concluded since the foundation of the League of Nations. I think that we should closely 
examine these agreements and derive from them certain elements of great utility. This is 
evidently a work which is rather technical, but it is of great importance. We hope, however, 
still further to broaden the indications to be found in these agreements. In this connection 
the Swedish suggestion is very satisfactory, since it may serve as a basis for suc.h studies. 

The principal object of a procedure of conciliation is the material solution of definite 
disputes, but another very valuable result of this procedure must not be overlooked. It is 
that any form of procedure takes a c::ertain time. When one is dealing with an international 
dispute, it is extremely important to gain time. It is clear that, if it is possible to gain 
time during a period of crisis, a great deal has already been effected, and it would be easy 
to find historical examples in support of this contention. In order, however, to make good 
use of the time gained, it is further necessary to provide for measures which will hinder the 
parties to the dispute from abusing their opportunities and prejudicing th~ solution which is 
being sought by means of the conciliation procedure. 

This reflection suggests the idea of making it possible to prevent States. from taking 
advantage of the lapse of time entailed by the procedure of conciliation in order to change 
the status quo. I might establish an analogy in this respect with a process which is embodied 
in a great number of civil codes. I am referring to the steps taken by a judge in order to 
preserve the status quo while a procedure is in progress by means of an injunction. Such measures 
are fairly universal, and are in particular to be found in the Locarno Agreements. 

· I think it would be extremely useful to be able to bind States to abstain during a dispute 
from any steps likely to have a prejudicial effect on the execution of the delision or on the 
solution proposed by the organ of conciliation. Such a ·measure should not only be included 
in special agreements but might be generally adopted for the procedure to be followed before 
the Council of the League of Nations. I would draw your special attention to this suggestion. 

Apart from the procedure of conciliation, the principal task of the Committee is, in my 
view, to find measures to prevent war. As stated in the memorandum of the German Govern
ment, it is not merely necessary to examine what should be done after war has broken out 
but also what should be done in order to prevent war from arising. In this I agree entirely 
with M. Rutgers, who in his very clear and lucid report has analysed the relation which exists 
between Articles II and 16. M. Rutgers has said that, in preparing for the application of 
Article II, one is also preparing at the same time, to a great extent, for the application of 
Article 16. I also entirely agree with Lord Cushendun and M. Rutgers that it is not necessary 
to embody in a rigid system the measures to which I have referred, and that it is advisable 
to leave a very wide discretion in the matter. 

I think it would be possible to examine whether it would not be feasible for States to 
undertake during a time of_ crisis to abide by the recommendations of the Council. To put 
the matter in a more concrete form, several States might undertake during a time of crisis to 
respect the military status quo, and, if necessary, to restore the status quo if the Council desired 

. it to be maintained. I think that in this connection we might also have recourse to the 
procedure of an. in!U:nction. It is ext:J::emely important in such eases not only to prevent 
St_a~es from preJI~dicmg ~he .fi~al solution bu~ also to prevent them from embarking upon 
m~~tary preparati:ons which It IS often v_ery difficult to cancel. History shows us that such 
militar~ preparations have. often more mfluence on events than the pacific endeavours of 
responsible statesmen. It IS true that the Covenant provides for a recommendation of the 
Counci~ concerning th~ measures to '":hich I h_ave. just referred. But, however great the 
aut~onty of the ~ouncil may be, there IS Il:o ?bligation upon States to accept its recommen
dation, and I. think. that '!'e ~hould be ach1evmg an appreciable progress if we could frame 
rules embodyrng this obligation to conform with the recommendations of· the Council. I 
would ask you to consider this suggestion. 
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I would even go further. In my view, it is not only po.."-.".ible to stop hostilities in preparation 
but to stop them also when they have been already initiated, either in the event of a war 
breaking out in a breach of the Covenant of the League of Nations or in the event of a war 
undertaken in conformity with the Covenant. If the Council considers that all possibilities 
have not yet been exhausted of securing respect for the undt'rtakings to safeguard the peace 
of the world, it should be invested with the right to recommend an armistice on a footing 
of equality to the belligerents, and to ask that they should loyally respect such an armistice. 
This suggestion has been put forward by l\1. Politis, and it recalls, to some extent, the Protocol 
of Geneva. In the memorandum of M. Politis and in the Protocol, however, the idea is expressed 
less in the direction of preserving peace th<lll of combating war by another war, since it 
serves as a preparation for the procedure involving sam·tions, and particularly for defining 
the aggressor, which forms part of the procedure relating to sanctions. The suggc~tion, in 
fact, refers not to prevention but to the prt'paration of sanctions, and on this point I differ 
from M. Politis. In my view, what is necessary is to free the suggestion from the restricting 
framework within which it has been presented to us, and to de\'clop it organically. The idea 
of a compulsory armistice would be of particular value in situations where it has been said 
the "cannon are likely to go off of themselves". I am of opinion thut States could prove 
their will for peace better by assuming such undertakings than by concluding an abstract pact 
of non-aggression. 

I come now to the question of regional agreements, which has been the subject of a very 
close study by l\1. Politis. I would, first of all, observe that these agreements do not constitute, 
as was said this morning, the sole means of increasing security. I think I have already shown 
that this is the case by the proposals which I have just put forward. 

There is also the question of the subjective aspect of the idea of security. I do not deny 
the existence of this aspect of the problem, but I do not think that too great importance 
should be attached to it, in view of the fact that it is a very uncertain element. 

I think that it is necessary for us to examine the question of rrgional agreements, 
particularly as we are invited to do so by a resolution of the Assembly. I must, however, 
confess that I am somewhat sceptical in regard to the matter. The Locarno Agreements 
have often been held up as models which may serve as a basis for the framing of similar agree· 
ments. I am quite convinced of the great value of such agreements, and, as a representative 
of the German Government, I should be the last to under-estimate their importance. I clo 
not think, however, that they can be easily applied to other regions. 

Let us recall the history of these Locarno Agreements. Seven States participated in 
them, and they had to negotiate for a long while in order successfully to adopt a system which 
might be adapted to the interests of each of the adhering Powers. I do not share the optimism 
of some of my colleagues as to the possibility of using these agreements as modl,ls. My doubt 
on the subject, however, will not prevent me from loyally collaborating in any effort which 
may be made in this direction. 

On behalf of my Government, I would venture to emphasise the two points already 
referred to in the memorandum : 

I. It is essential, if regional agreements are to be effective, that they should be concluded 
by the contracting States in full liberty and without any pressure being brought to bear upon 
them. The least appearance of pressure would be injurious to the cause of peace. For these 
reasons, the collaboration of the League of Nations would be limited, so far as the conclusion 
of such agreements was concerned. 

2. Regional agreements which may at a later stage be framed should only settle points 
affecting the contracting parties as between themselves, and shoulrl not result in constituting 
certain groups within the League of Nations. Such groups might use their influence against 
Powers which were not parties to the agreements, and such a state of affairs would be in 
absolute contradiction with the spirit of the Covenant. This contradiction has been emphasised 
by the British Government. 

In our view, regional agreements do not, therefore, constitute one of the most important 
methods of increasing security. The question which especially interests us is what preventive 
measures may be found, and I do not think that such preventive measures should be based 
on regional agreements, but that they should have a very much wider foundation. I am 
thinking rather of free conventions, to which different States may adhere, but which would 
not require as a condition of their application the adherence of a certain 'number of States. 
Such agreements might come into force by continents, 

There is another question : it is obvious that the efficacy of my suggestions would be 
increased if the rule of unanimity necessary for the decisions of the Council could be abandoned 
in that case and if a simple or qualified majority could suffice. I consider that this point 
might be examined, but for the moment I reserve my final opinion. 

The essential point, in my view, is that we should accomplish a practical and not an 
academic work. The central problem is to establish methods of preventing disputes. I 
believe that the preventive measures which I have had the honour to propose are easy to 
understand and likely to be appreciated by a wider public than that of the Chancelleries. 

In conclusion, I would summarise the three measures which I propose. The first is the 
injunction inte~ded to prevent the parties to a dispute prejudicing the solution which may be 
reached. The second is that the recommendations of the Council should have the force of 
an obligation on the parties, which should conform to them and maintain or restore the military 
status q11o. The third is the suspension of hostilities by an armistice, which the Council would 
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require from ~he J;>elligerents, who would be under the obligation to conform to the recommenda-

tion of the Council. . h I h' k th d t 
These various proposals seem to me very clear, and hkely to ave, t m , . e a van age 

of being easily understood by public opinion. . . . 
The German Government is convinced that one of the most effective methods ·of ensurmg 

peace is disarmament itself. It does not, however, deny that.there. are. other means of streng
thening peace. I think that the explanations which I have JUSt _grven show that we are r~ady 
to work in that direction. Nevertheless, I am not prepared to say, ~n t~e event of our Committee 
failing to find the solutions for which it is seeking and for whtch 1t hopes, ~hat the problem 
of disarmament has reached a deadlock. In any case, the German delegatiOn very strongly· 
hopes that the Committee will succeed in accomp!ish!ng t~~ task which has been entrusted 
to it, and will collaborate in its work to the utmost of 1ts abthty. 

M. SATO (Japan). - May I be allowed to say that I have read with ~he great_e~t interest 
the three remarkable memoranda submitted by our colleagues, M. Holst!, M. Pohtls and M. 
Rutgers? I also would wish to joil"l: in the tribut~ paid. by the speakers who have preceded 
me to the admirable and conscientious manner m whtch the three Rapporteurs and the 
distinguished Chairman, M. Benes, have fulfilled their delicate task. . . . 

The observations which I am about to make include several pomts upon whtch I am m 
agreement with Lord Cushendun. I am very happy to note that on these points our views coincide. 

I was struck by several very important and very interesting points raise~ by the Ger~an 
representative in the speech which he has just made. These deserve to retam our attent.wn. 
The Committee will certainly agree with me when I urge that a very full study of these questwns 
should be made. 

I fully agree with the Rapporteurs in recognising, as they have explicitly stated in their 
reports, that the Covenant has established a form of security the full scope of whicb. must 
be appreciated. M. Rutgers, in the first paragraph of his most interesting conclusions, conse
quently urges the v~ew that i~ is. intended tha~ nothing should be added to or removed fr<?m 
the rights and duties devolvmg on Members of the League. The Covenant thus remams 
the firm and solid foundation upon which all our work must be based. · 

The three Rapporteurs have also been careful to emphasise that the common desire for 
peace can be expressed within the framework of the Covenant all the more effectively in view 
of the fact that the Covenant does not lay down a rigid code of procedure for the settlement 
of international crises. The new investigations which have been made and submitted to the 
Committee of Arbitration and Security conclude, as did the preceding, with a statement that· 
it is at the moment impossible and perhaps even inopportune to _draw up in advance a complete 
list of the measures to be taken. I am happy to note that here, too, I am in complete agreement 
with the Rapporteurs. . 

During these last years, the omissions in the Covenant, more especially those which appear 
to result from paragraph 7 of Article rs, have been much discussed. The Chairman of the 
Committee with perfect truth recognises in the Introduction that there was an omission from 
the legal point of view. He hastened to add, however, that, from the political point of view, 
there exists a force working in favour of peace in the threat constituted by the fact that freedom 
of action would thus be given to Members of the League in circumstances upon which the 
public opinion of the whole world would pass judgment. The Rapporteurs express the conviction 
that the Council could certainly use the position thus created in order to work for the 
maintenance of peace. Compensation for the legal omission will therefore be found in the 
political advantages accruing from .this freedom of action. . 

In the view of the Japanese Government, the best method of favouring the cause of 
arbitration consists in the conclusion of arbitration treaties between two or more States; that 
is .to say, between a restricted number of countries capable of contracting varied engagements, 
Wtth a full understanding of their actual scope and taking into account the special situation 
of each country. . 

This opi~ion indeed coincides with that of the Rapporteurs, who, in their report, point 
out that, dunng the l_ast years, numerous States, particularly in Europe-a continent where 
the. pro?lem of secur~ty IS the most ~cute-have concluded special or collective treaties fo 
arbttratwn and secunty, and that thts method appears to be the most practical which can 
be recommended at the moment to States seeking greater guarantees of security. The resolution 
of the_ Assembly of ~eptember 26th, 1927, also recommends this method of special or 
collec~tve agreements, m order that all States may share a spirit of mutual confidence. M. 
Holst! has been care!ul ~o emphasise that the differing character of the positions of States 
suggests that a certam dtfference should be made in the provisions of the arbitration treaties 
to be co_nclu?ed. The Japal!-ese Governmel!-t• however, would have no objection if the Committee 
on Arbttrat~on an~ Sec~mty proceeded Immediately to a study of the whole problem from 
the legal pom~ of :'lew, m ord~r to draft a m?del treat~ whic~ could usefully serve as a model 
for futur~ ~rbttration conventions and to w~ch countnes destrous of concluding such treaties 
coul~. With p~ofit, ~efe~. My Government IS also of the opinion that the Committee, when 
makmg these mvestigatwns, should take into consideration the draft conciliation convention 
recommended by the Assembly at its third session, in order that it should be developed and 
made more general at the same time as arbitration treaties. 

As far as the reservations usually inserted in most arbitration treaties and which limit 
to a greater or ~es~ extent the scope of the engagements undertaken by the contracting parties 
are concerned, It IS my duty to. sa~ that, up to th.e present, the Japanese Government has 
excluded fro~ th_e sphere of application of such treaties all.disputes affecting the independence, 
honour or VItal mterests of the country. These reservations might have appeared too large 
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because they depend to a great extent on the interptetation given by each party concerned. 
On the other hand, they used to correspond to the position of the contracting parties at the 
moment when the treaties in question were concluded. This position is perhaps not the same 
to-day as it was then._ It is for this reason that the Japanese Government contemplates 
proceeding to a revision of the existing reservations and it is at the moment submitting this 
problem to a very close scrutiny, of which the result will be communicated to the Committee 
in due course. . · 

As far as the various concrete and special suggestions contained in the three memoranda 
are concerned, I reserve my right to make known my opinion when we begin the detailed 
discussion. • 

M. SoKAT. (Poland). - Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen,-! first of all wish to associate myself 
on behalf of the Polish Government with the tribute paid to the Chairman and the Rapporteurs 
for the very remarkable work which they have accomplishec).. I think that this work is the 
best proof that the Committee on Security was a necessity, and that there is sometlting to 
be done in the sphere of security. I. congratulate them on this result, which I welcome, for 
the Polish delegation has always taken the view that the establishment of such a Committee 
was indispensable. . 

My Government has taken note with the greatest interest of the memoranda submitted 
by the Rapporteurs and of the Introductory Note of the Chairman presenting the preparatory 
work submitted to our Committee for examination. 

I will confine myself to certain observations of a general kind without entering into a 
detailed examination of the document before us. 

In the first place, the fundamental view of the Polish Government has always been that 
the reduction and even the limitation of armaments, if they are to be contemplated from the 
point of.view of political reality and not merely theoretically, or for purposes of propaganda, 
can only be achieved by increasing security-at any rate, in certain parts of the world. The 
co-operation of the representatives of States and the exchange of views which has constantly been 
_taking place on this capital point have resulted, I think, in a rapprochement of hitherto opposing 
views, which is beneficial. I heard this morning with great satisfaction the representative 
of the British Empire refer to the interdependence of security and disarmament. I- think 
that the view according to which disarmament pure and simple without any corresponding 
increase of security can ·be sought has now been abandoned. We can note with satis.faction 
that the Committee on Arbitration and Security has proved its usefulness in accomplishing 
the first preparatory stage of the task entr-usted to it. 

With a view to increasing security, which is the precise duty of the Committee, it has 
often been asked what is the actual state of security at present, and whether and in what 
measure the Covenant of the League of Nations establishes an effective degree of security. 

We admit that the Covenant can contribute to the establishment of a real sense of security, 
but this depends on a great number of circumstances, which vary according to the _different _ 
countries and their different positions. The security afforded by the Covenant is not a factor 
which can be measured. It is to a certain degree an unknown factor-as long, in fact, as no 
concrete case arises. To increase the feeling of confidence, which, as has been so well stated 
by M. Politis, results from the subjective appreciation of the state of security, it is necessary 
to establish an element of security which shall be measurable and known in advance. What 
can be done to create this element ? 

- Here I would recall the proposal of the French delegation submitted to the Preparatory 
Commission, of which the object was to seek for methods and means whereby the help of 
which a State attacked might avail itself could be rapidly mobilised. That is one method. 

I would also recall the proposal of the Finnish delegation regarding the financial assistance 
to States victims of aggression. During the discussion, the grant of this assistance was 
contemplated not only in the case of victims of war but also as a preventive measure. 

The memorandum of M. Politis contains the idea of regional agreements, for which all 
elements are to be found in the Rhine Pact. We have always put forward this idea ever since 
the time when it was apparent that a general agreement could not be achieved .. It is enough 
for· me to remind you of the Polish proposal submitted to the Preparatory Commission at 
its second session and which was studied by other organisations of the League. I am happy 
to see, therefore, that this idea of regional agreements has obtained all the support it deserved 
from M. Politis. . 

It is unnecessary for me to remind the Committee that it was on the Polish Government's 
initiative that the Assembly of the League at its eighth session adopted a Declaration 
condemning war of aggression. M. Politis quotes, among other elements in connection 
with regional agreements, the prohibition of recourse to force, and thus confirms another 
fundamental view of Poland. 

I now turn to the question of treaties of arbitration and conciliation, and it is my duty to 
state that the Polish Government shares the views contained in the memorandum of M. Holsti. 
In my view, these treaties cannot be considered to constitute in themselves a sufficient 

' guarantee of security. They cannot have any real importance for the maintenance of 
peace unless they are connected with the development of the stipulations of the Covenant 
or with the achievement of regional agreements of non-aggression and mutual assistance. 

This, view is in conformity with the proposal which Poland made at the eighth s~s..~on of 
the Assembly, according to which the prohibition of wars of aggression was conn~t~d \\ith tht> 
peaceful settlement of all international disputes. 

I listenesJ. with the greatest attention to the speech of the representative of G~.rmany. I 
found in it many suggestions of great interest, which it would b~ w~ll for us to stud\' in the 
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. · · h ible future re-establishment of the status quo by 

future. The suggestiOn_ concer~mg t e p~ss the conflict has already begun, struck me as of 
a decision of the Council, even m case~hw er:ment wish to enter into details, but I already 
particular imp01:tance. I do n<;>t fo: e m that its full value may be obtained, an effective 
consider that thiS proposal rCqUir~~' lni bder that we shall have an opportunity of examining 

f~fe~r~no~s \~~lr:: ;~s!~~e t:en~e~y int~fe~ting suggestions which have have been made to 

us th;~ ~~~:ru~?o~, I desire to sta~e that I reserve my rig_h1 to make t~no~n ~~ ~~~t::~i~~~~~~~ 
my vi~ws tgarding ~he P;h~s ~;~~;~ i;e;;r~~:: ;~~o~: thueg~~porf 0 { M. Politis. I think ft f:~:~;:ns~~:e~~nt~~ mome':t to sta~e th~t my Government desires to see the League of 
Nations play a positive and act1ve part m th1s field. 

The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m. 

THIRD MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, February ZISt, IgzS, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

4. General Discussion (continued). 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Mr. Chairman, Gentlem~n,-I shall not ~ake _up mu~h of 
your time, for I think the best method to achi_eve pr~gress .'s not to waste time m holdmg a 
general discussion, all the more so as the questiOns w~th wh1~h we. have. to deal are not before 
us for the first time, and very numerous and very mterestmg discussions have already shed 
much light ori the hopes which we may propose to realise. . · 

The three documents drawn up by the Rapporteurs, to whom I would pay the warmest 
tribute; are definitely based on results of the studies which haye been made. The arguments 
developed in these documents, as well as the very clear summanes at the end of the memoranda 
themselves, show how much our colleagues tried to bring their discussion to bear on well
defined points by avoiding the theoretical side and by thus clinging to the task which we 
have undertaken and which it has rightly been emphasised is of a political nature; that is to 
sav, a positive and constructive task. 

· This said, let me tell you as shortly as possible the point of view of my Government 
regarding the most important suggestions contained in the reports before us. As far as the 
measures to be taken to increase the feeling of international security are concerned, we share 
the views of the Rapporfeur that a general treaty open to all countries Members of the League 
of Nations must be provisionally excluded, for, as the Rapporteur himself rightly pointed out, 
the extent and uniformity of the guarantees which such a treaty would have to cover cannot 
be adapted to the varying positions of the different countries and to the differing nature of 
their relations. In our view, therefore, an endeavour must be made to increase general security 
by means of special agreements. We consider that the efficiency of such agreements concluded 
with a view to the maintenance of peace will be all the greater since they will be binding on 
nations between whom motives for disputes and differences may arise. If this principle be 
accepted, it is obvious that special agreements are particularly to be desired between countries, 
which, because they are neighbours holding common interests, may find themselves faced 
with the prospect of disputes arising between them. Agreements of this kind would be all the 
easier to conclude since, when drafting them, it would be necessary to make provision for 
dealing with a more limited number of possible cases of dispute than would be the case if it 
were a question of a treaty binding on several States. 'It appears indisputable.that if all the 
~tates composi~g the same continen! could conclude bilateral agreements with their n~ighbours, 
1t would be posSible to remove by th1s means the danger of war between neighbouring countties 
and thus a great step would be taken along the road to peace. ' 
. It may be that two States which are parties to ~ bilateral agreement may consider that 
1t ~ould be o.f use .to have a la_rger measure of secunty by. associating one or more States in 
t~e1r work, e1th~r m the capac1ty of guarantors or as.parhes to the same treaty. In those 
c1rcumst~nce~,. bilateral agree~ents would assume a W!?er scope, but they would not de art 
~rom the1r ongtnal p~rpose, :Vh1ch must be to meet spectal necessities with a view to guara!t _ 
mg peace between ne1ghbounng peoples. . ee 

Less necessary, but ~w~ys usef~l in order t? strengthen the feeling of securit , would 
~ppear to be agreements ~mdmg far-d1stant count:1es between whom a breaking-off of~elations 
IS not probable, or even 1f such a break occurred It would be unlikely that imm d' t Tt 
action would have to be feared. It may be said that such a statement is he Ia e mli hry 
optimistic in the case of countries which, possessing world interests have thepdetrtapsfsdomf ewd' at 
th d th th · k f · · . • 1 Y o e en mg . em an ma:y . us. run e ns o entermg mto disputes with far-distant countries whose 
mterests are s1milar m extent. Generally speaking however for the oth t · · 
be admitted that pacific agreements concluded with all th~ir neighbou er counldnesffilt can 
. th d fi 't t w· h rs wou su ce to gtve em more e m e guaran ees. 1t out such agreements it · b · h 

countries would have to seek other forms of agreements in order' t IS fo vwuds t at these 
o sa eguar to the best 
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possible degree their security. Nevet theless, there is no doubt that, as is recalled in the 
British memorandum, alliances between a group of friendly States which possess common 
interests have not always served in the past to maintain peace, even when originally they were 
based on considerations of a defensive kind. . 

A similar danger might accrue from regional agreements, in regard to which it should be 
poin:ted. out that, if they are based on ?-n orga~is~tion of military guarantees ca!efully worked 
out m times of peace, such measures mtght be tmttated by other groups of assoctated countries 
an.d thus re-create in a new form the competition in armaments for the sake of peace. It is 
for these reasons that we think that bilateral agreements between neighbouring countries 
must be considered as more useful for the development of general security. 

This said, we do not exclude in principle the possibility of drafting a model regional 
treaty which might be open to the adherence of several States, and. we are fully ready to 
co-operate in the preparation of one or more model treaties of this kind. The fact that we 
have signed the Treaty of Locarno shows that we are not opposed to plurilateral agreements. 
It must be pointed out, however; that the Treaty of Locarno has a particular character and a 
well-defined object, which is to remove a specific danger from a particular region of the world, 
as is pointed out in the British memorandum which I have just quoted. It is therefore desir
able that regional agreements should be concluded with very great prudence, that their object 
should be clearly defined,. that the procedure laid down for their enforcement should not be 
of a nature which would give rise to apprehensions or fears on the part of countries which are 
not parties to them, and that in any case they should be open to all States desiring to associate 
themselves with them. We cannot therefore consider as very happy the idea expressed by the 

-Rapporteurs that alternative formulre should be adopted for these treaties and a system of 
reservations added to them, for the inclusion of these would be the best way, in my view, of 
making the treaties of a general kind. 

With regard to the procedure to be followed for the peaceful settlement of disputes
arbitration, judicial settlement, conciliation and mediation-the report examining these 
questions justly recognises the difficulties of adopting a system which would submit all disputes 
without exception to a previously established procedure. It may be that a country which 
was ready to submit to a particular form of procedure in connection with a certain country 
would prefer not to adopt the same form of procedure in the case of other countries.- It 
might also happen that questions might arise between the same countries which, because ' 
of their· different nature, would require to be dealt with by different procedures. It would be 
necessary, then, to make provision in the treaties for different methods for the peaceful solution 
of the same class of dispute by leaving it open to the parties to adopt one or other of 
the procedures provided. The more the contemplated system is supple and adaptable to the 
interests and policy of the various nations, the more chance will it have of being welcomed by 
a greater number of Governments. · 

As far as the means to be used to make it possible for States Members of the League of 
Nations to execute their obligations under the Covenant are concerned, I wouLd recall the part 
played by the Italian representatives -in the organisations instructed to study the articles 
concerning these obligations. As far as Articles 10, II and 16 of the Covenant are concerned, 
I think it possible for me to accept in principle the conclusions of the memorandum 
concerning these articles. 

The first Italian delegate has already laid before you on severaJ occasions the views of my 
Government concerning possible changes which might be made in the text of some articles of 
the Covenant concerning the powers of the Council or of the Assembly. We consider that 
any addition or amendment made with a view to fixing in advance the procedure to be followed 
in any cases of dispute which may arise would be perhaps imprudent, for it would limit the 
initiative which the Covenant has expressly left to these two great organisations of the League 
in order that it should be possible for them to take advantage of the facts in each particular 
case, truly to judge of which depends on circumstances too numerous and varied to make it 
possible to foresee them. 

The Rapporteur has refrained from defining the standards for the establishment of a 
presumption of aggression and has drawn up a list of facts which might serve as an indication 
for forming sucha judgment. He has thought it necessary, however, to point out that the same 
act creates or does not create a presumption of aggression, according to the circumstances in 
which it is accomplished. This is a wise reflection arising from all that has been said in Geneva 
on this problem and which once more recognises the uncertain value of indications which 
might serve to establish a certainty of which the definition depends on very complex elements. 

I hope, therefore, that the Committee will renounce the idea of seeking a definition which 
specially qualified organisations have not been able to find, while accepting as a mere indication, 
of course, the list of such indications, although I much .doubt whether some of them are well 
founded, as I propose to point out wnen we examine them in detail. 

I am confining myself to considerations of a general kind which I have the honour to put 
before you without extending them to all the very interesting suggestions which are to be 
found in the valuable report of the Committee . 

. I reserve the right to intervene in the discussion on special questions when they come 
before us. Before ending I s)lould like to assure you, gentlemen, that I propose to co-operate 
with you in your work as devotedly and as diligently as I can. 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France): I rise to speak in order to comply with the request made to 
us by the Chairman to lay before the Committee the observations of our Governments on the 
texts submitted to us and also in order to express the gratitude of my country to our Rappor
teurs and to the Chairi?an for having so accurately and completely fulfilled the programmt' 
drawn up by the resolution of the last Assembly. 
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France, in our opinion-and this is the reason why ~~e French ~oy~rn~ent ~as not 
submitted a memorandum-has sufficiently shown_ her posi~IOn by t~e Initiative which ~he 
took at the last ordinary session of the Assembly m_ the Third C_om~Ittee, for the ~tep which 
she then took resulted in the constitution of the Committee on Arbitration and. Secu_nt~. . 

Let me tell you that the French Government appreciates the st~p which, m Its VIew 
considerable, has been taken along the road which we have been followmg for so long, by the 
existence of this Committee. I will not prolong the paradox so far as to say th~t, whatev~r 
it does from the moment that it comes into existence, much has already been gamed; but m 
my heart of hearts I think that, by the very fact o~ i~s existen~e, by the very !act that you 
have established it within the Preparatory CommiSSIOn on Disarmament, this _Committee 
marks in a more concrete and more tangible form than ever _before and m a m?re 
organic and permanent manner the indissoluble connection between disarmament and sec~r~ty 
which was referred to so strongly and so eloquently yesterday by the delegate of the Bntlsh 
Empire and which the delegate for Poland h_as also emp~asised. Organic and per~anent ; 
for it is this very _elem~nt of permanence, ~s I~ th_e case WI~h ~he Preparatory Co~mit~ee for 
Disarmament, which gives value to these mstltutiOns. This, mdeed, 'Yas _emi?hasised_ m t~e 
resolution of the Assembly at its last ordinary session. These are not msti~utions which_ Will 
disappear as soon as the object for which they have been created first ~egi!lS to be reahs~d
The Committee on Arbitration and Security, if, as I hope, it succeeds durmg Its present session 
in reaching definite proposals, will not ha":e ~xhauste~ its task. Itwill-neyer ha_ve_ finished it 
any more than will the Preparatory CommiSSIOn on Disarmament have fimshed If It succeeds, 
as I hope also, in drawing up the text of a preliminary draft convention making it possible for a 
conference to be summoned. The task must be continued, for it is by successive stages 
that we shall attain the end which we desire. The organisation of peace which we have in 
view is above all a work of continuous creation. 

What France, gentlemen, desires to emphasise very strongly at the beginning of our work 
is that our Committee is of value because of its technical character. Whatever may be the 
general political atmosphere of Europe and of the world which sometimes prevents the League 
of Nations from realising all that is expected of it, the League is of value because of the permanent 
nature of its institutions, and because of the manner in which it prepares that which .lately, 
in a meeting in my own country, M. Henry de Jouvenel, who has worked for so lortg here, 
called the technique of peace and which I myself call the positive organisation of peace. This 
technique, this labour of permanent organisation, are independent of general political circum
stances which in any particular field may falsify expectations in comparison with the great hope 
which might have been raised. We have to perform a technical task, and it is the technical 
character of this wo~k which our Rapporteurs have very strongly and excellently emphasised. 

In what does it consist ? What is our work going to be ? Obviously, the beginning, as 
always, is the principles of the Covenant, which constitute everything which is continuous 
an_d_ ~biding in our work. It is for this reason that each of the Rapporteurs and those who 
cnhcised these reports yesterday began by paying a tribute to the principles of the Covenant. 
I willingly associate myself with such a tribute. 
. It is none the_ les~ true th~t, th?ugh we are here obviously to accomplish something, it 
IS because the ?J:>hgahons proyided _m t~e _Covenant are according to the excellent ·formula 
used by M. Politis, undefined m t~eir pnnciple, hazardous in their application and still more 
hazardous by reason of that rule, obviously necessary, but extremely grave-the rule of unanimity 
To achi~v_e defini~e reductions of armaments-for you must not forget, and the delegat~ 
of the Bnhs~ Empire ~loquentl~ called our attention to it, that we are working here on problems 
~onnected With secunty ~olely m so far as ~hey concern the work of disarmament-not only 
~s a vague form of secunty necessary, however certain it may be, but also definite security 
IS ~~eded; ~- So~al added very rightly "measurable". As the representative of the 
Bnh_sh Empire po~nte_d out, disarmament and security are so closely linked that it is not 
possible to tell which IS the cause and which is the effect. This is strictly true and I associate 
myself most warmly with this statement. Neither the one nor the other is the cause or the 
effect. They are bot~ of them ~he cause and effect and they must be considered unceasin 1 
as par~llel problem? Without trymg to solve one in order to begin the examination of the ot~fr 
~n.d Without studymg t~e second without having brought the first to perfection. In realit 
It IS necessar:f to study Simultaneously both security and disarmament and this is th · y, 
of our Committee. . ' . e meamng 

. How sh~ll we proceed ? By the three ways opened to us by the Assembl at ·t 1 
sesswn. !his was _the great merit in my view of what was done in the last Assemll a~J ths! 
was why It ended m an atmosphere of hope very different from the t h y a 
expectations with which it began. We looked things clearly in th~ rr~~f !~~hof frus~ra!ed 
words and by means of very definite and loyal statements we fixed what we could ~ut rr:;nchng 
we could not do for the moment. It is probably that which h . o_an . w at 
thr~e r~ports of the statement which is to a certain degree prelim~a~~t~~e~a\~~:~~er;IOn In the 
takmg m a gener~l world form giving the necessary precision of definition to th ~ an unde~
n?t perhaps possible at the moment, and it is obvious! for the same e ovenan! ~s 
himself-and certainly when he wrote it he felt that it ~as a reas~n that M. Pohhs 
that for the moment the hope of the Protocol must be abandonedma~~c:~ of mn~cent~--·stated 
t~gesfof his redmah~kabl~ report, he has on six occasions invoked .the prin~isp~~eoii~e~ ~ t~e teln 

ere ore, an t IS venfies what I said at the be innin f ro oco · 

~~~~e~~t t~fe t~~n~~~L~~~~~!kn~~~~h :~i~~e p:e~ents ~n~ ;:~tlfu~~~hp:~:\~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 
kind of laboratory of international ideas and int~r~C::i~~I~lgo here _Is ~o establish o_urselves as a 
cannot be re~li>Nl in th~ form in which we conceived them t rg~msahons. Even If !hose ideas 

a a given moment, they will continue 
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to show their activity and to inspire us. They inspire us in a somewhat fragmentary manner; 
but the total sum of their inspiration const!tutes in the end what we hoped. They guide us 
through the three breaches-that we ?ave dnven in the wall which at the beginning of the last 
Assembly appeared to block the honzon and shut out all-our hopes. The first is the work of 
my friend and colleague M. Rutgers-the study of the Covenant. Attempts to define the 
Covenant ha':e been put aside, and, I thin~, ver~ wi~ely. If we desir~ at this moment to try 
to add anything to the Covenant and to 1ts obhgabons, we may ach1eve a result opposite to 
what those hoped who desired us to make this attempt at definition, for perhaps we shall 
not be able to regain the political and moral atmosphere which existed when the Covenant was 
~rafted.. At that tim~, just ~fter a terrible wa~, we were more concerned with contracting 
mternahonal undertakmgs wh1ch would prevent 1ts return. A great hope also existed at that 
time to the effect that the great nation on the other side of the Atlantic would also sign the 
Covenant. It is certain that the absence of its signature has affected to a certain degree the 
definitions and obligations of the Covenant. There is, therefore, no question of definition, at 
any rate for the moment, for I think that it would be imprude11t to undertake any such task. 
M. Rutgers used a very just expression and one which he borrowed from our colleague, M. de 
Brouckere. He spoke of" exploration". Let us explore, he said, the articles of the Covenant 
and let us see what they mean in their present form. In company with M. Rutgers, we are 
going to try to carry out this exploration. Nevertheless, do not let us explore Article 16 too 

-thoroughly, for I fear to fall into the error which I spoke of a moment ago. Let us leave it 
alone, but here I am going to pick a friendly quarrel with my colleague and neighbour. The 
report of M. Rutgers refers, for the interpretation of Article 16, to certain decisions of the Assembly 
of 1921. He says that, though these interpretations were not ratified, nevertheless they exist. 
I could reply to him by a similar form of reasoning. The Protocol was never ratified, and none 
the less it exists, and consequently I am just as free to interpret the obligations of the Covenant 
by means of the provisions of the Protocol of 1924 as I am by means of the interpretations of 
the Assembly of 1921. This would obviously lead to a discussion which would achieve no 
success. Let us take things therefore as they are, with the inevitable lack of precision in the 
principle, as M. Politis said, and the hazardous character of its application. 

On the other hand, let. us explore very carefully Article II. From this point of view, 
I was interested in the observations made yesterday by the German delegate on the 
conservatory measures to be taken and by the whole series of ideas which he developed. _ 

All our colleagues must remember that on this point our work, if not ended, -is at any rate 
well begun. Do not forget, gentlemen, that, in connection with the preparatory work of 
disarmament, a Committee of the Council has examined this point and drawn up a report. 
This report was submitted by the Assembly of September 1927 to the Council for adoption, and 
the Council, at its meeting of December 6th, 1927, adopted the report, pointing out, with much 
truth and prudence, that it did not constitute a rigid rule binding in all cases which might 
arise, but a very useful indication of what should be done. . 

Consequently-and I think that my colleagues will agree with me, for the continuity of 
our work is obviously the ·condition of their success-we already possess, with the ideas to 
which the German delegate has drawn our attention, a whole collection of work approved 
by the Assembly and adopted by the Council. This work already constitutes a practical 
realisation of the programme assigned to us. It consists of conservatory measures tending-in 
order to remain within the scope of prevention-to prevent the outbreak of the latent dispute 
which was brought before the Council of the League of Nations, and to prevent the carrying 
on by both parties of those preparations which we know from recent history constitute the 
massing of the clouds from which the lightning will soon flash. 

The Committee of the Council has suggested a certain number of possible measures, but 
at the same time it emphasises two things, and in doing so it has done good work, for this is 
essential. In the first place, it considered that the greatest variation should be introduced 
into the instructions or, if you prefer it, into the recommendation ordering these measures. 
The Council was right, for circumstances are very varied and, according to the manner in 
which a particular dispute may arise or according to the gravity of the threat which has led 
a Member of the League to bring the dispute before the Council; it is obvious that the size 
and scope of the measures ordered cannot in every case be the same. The Committee of the 
Council has emphasised another essential point which corresponds to this psychological state 
of mind, this subjectivity referred to by M. Politis. That point is the indispensable control 
of the measures thus ordered. It is obvious that, at a moment of crisis, when a dispute arises, 
when two nations are contemplating the possibility of war, the Council of the League must 
possess sufficient authority to put an end to certain kinds of preparations. It is also, however, 
equally obvious that a nation would not consent to this form of control unless it could be 
assured that it would be applied in an equally effective manner to the other party also. It 
is for this reason that the Committee of the Council, in its report approved by the Assembly 
and by the Council in December last, drew up a list of experts to be kept constantly up to 
date by the Secretariat, and from which in time of crisis involving the application of Article II 
of the Covenant, the Council would choose a certain number to carry out immediately the 
necessary enquiries on the spot; that is to say-to give this task its true name-to exercise 
that indispensable measure of international control. · On this point, gentlemen, a certain 
amount of work has already been done. We must now discover whether we shall pursue and 
confirm it. · 

There is a second way before us, a seconddooropen-thereportof M. Hols.ti on arbitration. 
In agreement with the delegate of the British Empire, I am very happy to receive the interest
ing suggestions made to us by the Swedish and Norwegian Governments on this point. Our 
Scandinavian friends are particularly in favour of the idea of generalising arbitration. as i;< th,• 
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.. . . . that they have laid before us suggestions 
case with anything which we like. It I~ obvi?us f -ver useful work. Arbitration can be 
which I think might serve as the st~r~I?_g-~?mt ~ special arbitration treaties or a general 
considered in both its forms, the mu tip ICt 10~t 0 "ble for a large number of nations to 
arbitration treaty sufficiently supple to m~ e Ith p~ss{ve are summoned here, however, a~d 
subscribe to it. I myself prefer tf.e ;eco~ .mT w~rk which must be adapted to the- plast!c 
do not let us .f?rget It, ~o. accom~ IS tee mea 1 s extremely variable. ·Secondly, I~ will 
nature of political conditions wh~c~ a~e t~em~e Je f the texts for both special treaties of be good, I think, to make provi~IOn .m t e s u Y o 

arbitration and a model general arbi~rati~ tr:a?'im the invitation of the Chairman, I am in a 
On this point, gentlemen, ~nd I~ 0

[ er 0 u t the idea of a general arbitration treaty 
position to state that France IS 1entlre( wm\~ver t~e Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
of this kind. Quite recently a arge ommi_ ee- . · · ery great encourage
Chamber of Deputies-adopted a r~so!ution ~~uch ~~nsti~ut~; I~ur::;,~~tw a~~ the achievement of 
ment for us, for it state;; t~at It ~s awai mg e en · ene alisation of arbitration which 
these model treaties, makmg It po~sible tod ca:rf 0~ t~ga[v~ eff;ct to the results of the interna-wedesire, in order to take up a defin~te stan pom an . _ 

tionait~~~~~h~~hd~~::!~~ f~~~Z::lt~h~:~~~~eto securitf. but I w?uld r~fer here t~1th~eog~~~~v~f tion of M Sokal. We are not yet within the domam of precise ahn meastura et d these 
· · · · f ts may be regarded as t e coun erpar , an security for which reductwns .0 a~ma~en h d"t ·de ~f the balance-sheet to degrees of security cannot be mscnbed m ~gures on. t e ere I SI 

be balanced on the other side by correspondmg reductiOns. . . . . h f - f 
It is a reed that arbitration on as general a ~cal~ a~ possible_ ~nd providmg t ~re ore or 

the necessa~y existing diversities is a desirable thmg m Itself. It IS agre~d thait ~hi~ may be 
a necessary consummation and that it will add enormously to general secunty. 1_s, owever, 
certain, as the representative of the British Empire ren:mde~ us. yesterd~y, that, If our :vork 
does not result in something tangible, precise and practical, It WI~ be senously compromisef. 

We must accordingly go further, and h~re ":'e come to the t~rrd ~ethod of progress. t 
is agreed that we must have generalised arbitration, but that _arb1~rat~on. must be guaranteed 
and accompanied by sanctions. It cannot be denied that arbitration m ~tself adds to gener~l 
security. It enables the articles of the Covenant t<:> be applied more raprdly a~d make;; t~err 
application more certain, since it enables the aggressor to be defined,- and that Is. the pnncipal 
point which has to be settled. When arbitration exist;; :under the gen~ral or special treaty, the_ 
aggressor is the party which ref :uses to carry ~u.t the d~ciSI~n of the arbitrator and to that.extent 
any further effort in the dire~t~o_n of generahsu~g arbitratiOn undoubtedly ad~s to ~ecunty: 

There is, however, a possibility to be taken mto account, namely,.the cas~ m which arbitra- _ 
tion is refused. Here the guarantee comes into force and the sanctiOn ~e~ns to play a part. 
It is essential that this ultimate provision shoul_d be made. Natura~y, rt IS repugnant to o~r 
intelligence and to our feeling, but when nation;; com~ together m order ~o reduce t~e1r 
armaments and partially to abandon factors of secunty wh1c~ they I?ossess, s~ntu~ental conside
rations, however legitimate they may be, must be set astde. It ts. by takmg mto acc?unt a 
supposition which is repugnant to our intelligence and to our feelmg that. the reducti~ns of 
armaments to be effected will have to be fixed. When we come together m order to dtscuss 
those reductions, we must not allow ourselves to be misled. It is this very hypothesis of a 
possible war which we set aside and which_ we are here to prevent, which on the contrary must 
influence our discussions. It follows that it is essential that we should know what will be the 
general or regional guarantees which will balance the reductions in security involved by the 
reductions of our armaments. 

Regional treaties are therefore essential in default of a general undertaking which, for 
reasons that it would be superfluous to mention again, we cannot for the moment realise. In 
the absence of the Protocol itself, we must have regional, local and partial applications of the · 
principles of the Protocol. It was thus that the Locarno Agreements were conceived. Every
one pays a tribute to the work done at Locarno, but if the Locarno treaties are so excellent
which I firmly believe-it is essential that we should not k~ep those treaties for ourselves, 
but that we should endeavour to frame others. Since the Assembly of rg:zs, it must not be 
forgotten that we have been confronted with this formidable alternative: either to persist 
obstinately in a task which still lies before us but in regard to which it may be asked whether 
we can find an issue in precise definitions-in other words, the maintenance of the Protocol
or, OH the contrary, to progress towards a system of regional treaties which were at that time 
in preparation and which were destined to result in the treaties of Locarno. Do not forget 
what was clearly indicated, namely, that in all our discussions in the Assembly of rg:zs and 
in the final resolution of that Assembly, we only accepted that solution because we regarded 
it ~s ~ b~ginning which was to ~e followed up with similar operat~ons in other parts of -Europe. 
It ts mdtsputable that the treaties of Locarno brought about an tmprovement of international 
relations in the part of Europe to which they applied, and for that reason the work of Locarno · 
shoul? serve ~s as a guide in our present task. Those _treaties added indisputably to existing 
secunty, but tt must not be forgotten that there are m Europe qther rivers and mountains 
and frontiers, and other districts in which conflicts are possible and in which the dangers to 
peac~ are ~ot less great .. An essential part of the resolution of the Assembly at its last session 
conststed m the affirmation that the League welcomed the work at Locarno with hopes for 
the futur~ and those hopes have not bl!en disappointed as regards the region of Europe to which 
the tre~ties apply. There have, it. is true, ~ee~ many ot~er treaties, but these_ are merely 
of a prr~·ate c~aracte~. Such tre~ties as are md.tspensable m present conditions rim the risk 
of bnngmg to life_ agam groups whtch formerly existed and of restoring previous alliances which 
we no longer destre to perpetuate, since the alliance for which we are looking is, if 1 may 
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use a biblical expression, the new alliance or universal alliance of the nations and not an alliance 
of _special rival groups _which may be opposed to_ one another. I repeat that these special 
alliances are necessary m the present state of affa1rs but that they involve a certain danger. 
We have said-and this is one of the three essential tasks of the Security Committee-that 
it is necess~ry t~ discover methods of developing these regional agreements. Well, gentlemen, 
we are dealmg w1th that task and we have already before us the scheme of an excellent architect 
namely, the report of M. Politis. ' 

The question at issue is whether we really desire to abstract from the principles of the 
Protocol and the experience of Locarno the general ideas which may, subject to the necessary 
means being found, be applied to other regions of Europe. That is our technical task. When we 
have accomplished it, I fully realise that a further task will stillremain, but that is a task which 
escapes us. This legal instrument which we shall have created corresponds exactly with what 
is feasible at the present moment. By adopting this method midway between an engagement 
of a general character, which the international mind does not for the moment render possible, 
and strictly special agreements which run the risk of reviving the formation of groups which 

·is against the spirit of our international work, we shall have forged the instrument which will 
. enable practical progress to be made. 

In order that this practical progress may be made, certain general political conditions are 
essential. It is necessary that the Governments should desire such progress ; it is necessary 
that public opinion should urge them in that direction. Such conditions are to a certain extent 
beyond our power to affect. You will, however, appreciate that all we are doing here is in 
itself an instrument of propaganda. There is, however, another field and another aspect to 
be considered, namely, that of the technical task entrusted to us. It will be for the Council 
subsequently to decide to what extent it can make use of the technical instrument which we 
have prepared. It would seem to be impossible that the Council, on ·whom the responsibility 
of settling disputes will to some extent fall, should not have at its disposal the means of prevent
ing such disputes, and it seems to· be equally impossible that, if such a responsibility should 
some day lie with the Council, it should not at least be able and willing to guard against the 
possibilities of dispute by inviting States to conclude regional treaties in which our salvation 
would appear to lie. 

Let us con fiRe ourselves to our present task, and, if I may venture to express a wish in 
conclusion, let us apply ourselves to that task as quickly as possible. 

I remember a sentence in the speech delivered by our Chairman yesterday, on which I 
would venture to make an observation. Our Chairman told us, in agreem~nt with the Rappor
teurs, that he and his colleagues had wished, in order not to restrict the liberty of the Committee, 
to limit themselves to general indications, though the precision of mind of the Rapporteurs had 
necessarily introduced into those indications certain definite elements which were extremely 
important. The Chairman had added that, in view of that fact, it would be possible to frame 
texts very rapidly. 

I do not know whether my colleagues are of the same opinion as myself, but in my view 
our practical work will begin precisely at the· moment when we start preparing these texts. 
The inevitable differences of opinion or the impossibilities of ultimate agreement can only 
be estimated when texts are in process of being established. In our discussions of general 
ideas, which are certainly always a pleasure-for it is a pleasure to exchange ideas in the 
atmosphere of courtesy which prevails at Geneva-we know in advance what our respective 
positions will be. The interesting point is how we are going to bring them into agreement. 
I would therefore very respectfully suggest that the general discussion should be closed and 
that the discussion which has been opened to-day should be given concrete form and take a more 
definite turn as a discussion upon actual texts. 

M. ERICH (Finland) : I would first associate myself with the expressions of gratitude 
which have been addressed by members of the Committee to its Chairman, M. Benes, and to the 
Rapporteurs for the important work which they have done, and which will doubtless assist 
our discussions. 

The Finnish delegates have heard with the greatest interest the declarations so far made 
and particularly the speech of Lord Cushendun. They were extremely glad to hear the declara
tion of the representative of the British Empire, which is in conformity with the previous, 
declarations of Lord Cecil and Sir Austen Chamberlain in regard to the financial assistance 
which may be placed at the disposal of a State threatened with aggression, or which has become 
the victim of aggression. 

The Finnish delegation expresses its sincere gratitude for this support, which is highly 
appreciated by the Finnish Government. It is convinced that the Financial Committee, 
which is dealing with this proposal, will give to it all the attention which it deserves, and that 
the Financial Committee will take into account the·important declarations which on various 
occasions have been made on the subject. My delegation reserves the right to express its 
views on the subject of financial assistance regarded as an essential part of the guarantees of 
security as soon as this question is submitted for detailed discussion. 

Before making a few observations on the report, I would venture to say something 
concerning the preparatory work. 

After having noted the observations submitted by the German Government, but bt."fore 
receiving the memoranda of the three Rapporteurs, the Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs 
elaborated an opinion on certain questions raised by the German Governmant which I \\ill 
venture to read to you. 

The German Government has submitted very interesting observations on the task of the 
Committee of Arbitration and Security, which, in its view, consists in an " .... endeavour to find 
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. . · . . . rocedure which is calculated to lead to 
for all conceivable disputes, w1thout exceptwn, a P t t the same time has pointed out 
equitable and peaceful sol~t!ons". Th~ German Gove~Fti!~ a of all disputes of an exclusively 
that "under present c~nd!tlons, !here IS as yet no p~s andy final decision to an arbitration 
political character bemg subm1tted for ~omp~so Y that the Committee must endeavour, 
authority". It would seem to follow from t ose re ere_nces . thods of rocedure which 
if necessary, to pl.a~e at the disposal. of St~tes tce~~~~t!b~~~~~~t~~ater date,pnotwithstanding. 
will serve as the ongm of a more extens1ve sys em ? . r f 1 h cter 
all the difficulties involved, with a view to sett.lmg d1sp.utes ~f a po .1 ~~~ c ,:h~ch ~ay at the 

It may hardly seem the moment to deal With questlo~s o orgamsa ~on t t Member of 
resent moment be too readily described as purely t~eoretlcal. A very lmp?r an deavour 

fhe League of Nations, however, has indicated that it IS the task of the C:omml~tee to end acific 
to create for all disputes without exception a procedure likely to. result m ~qu~tableh an P hich 
solutions, and it would, therefore, perhaps be possible ~o cons1der certam ypot eses w 
might well deserve consideration on the part of the Comm1tt~e. . . . . . b 

If the category of legal disputes is to include all cases 1.n wh1ch the pm!l~ at 1shsue c~n .e 
considered on the basis of existing law, the category of disputes of a pohbcll:l c arac. ~r 15 
a reciabl extended, since it does not only include disputes which are .essenballJ: ~oht.lca.l, ~ 
b~l also dfsputes which fall outside the category of legal dispu~es, not own~g to the1r mt~ns1c 
character, but owing to the lack of any applicable legal regulat10!1. There ;s. so ~o spea. • an 
intermediate category o£ disputes which will tend to be reduced ~n proportion as n;terna~1?nal 
law develops. On the supposition th~t ~he Permanent C~urt will ~~":e to fo':lnd 1ts deciSIOns 
on among other things the general prmc1ples of law recogmsed by CIVilised natwns, the Sta.tute 
of 'the Court provides for the case in which a dispute submitted to it is not capable, partially 
at any rate, of being settled by means of regulations which are purely legal, e1ther custo~ary 
or conventional. The German Government and certain other Governm~nts have emp~~s1~ed 
the utility of submitting disputes of an· exclusively pol~ tical character e1th.er to a conc1hatw.n 
commission or to the Council of the League of Natwns. The Norweg~an. G?vern~ent ~s 
disposed to go still further. It is evident that the two systems are clearly md1cated m th1s 
connection. Whether one or other of these procedures 1s employed, the task of the b~dy 
which will have to settle the dispute may be very appreciably fac~lit~ted by a practi~e a~cording 
to which the parties themselves would agree on the general pnnc1ples to be applied m cases 
where there is no rule of international law directly applicable. In this way, the element of 
uncertainty will be removed or diminished. It is also desirable to contemplate an arrangement 
according to which a conciliation commission may, under certain conditions, become .an 
arbitral tribunal, either directly, by virtue of a general prescription cont<tined in a collective 
convention, or by a special agreement established for the purpose between the parties. ~urther, 
the possibility may also be taken into consideration of applying to a report unammously 
adopted by a conciliation commission the principle embodied in Article IS, paragraph 6, of 
the Covenant, to the effect that it shall not be lawful to resort to war against a State which 
conforms with the con~lusions of the report. 

The jurisdiction of the Permanent Court is·not limited exclusively to disputes essentially 
legal in the strictest sense of the term. It may happen that the Court is asked to deal with 
the dispute which is not capable of being settled merely by applying rules recognised as forming 
part of international law, either general or particular. It is generally admitted that the 
disputes in which the political element prevails cannot regularly come within the jurisdiction 
of the Court, and that they may more suitably be settled by arbitration in the strictest sense 
of the term, provided, of course, that the parties agree to submit such disputes to a procedure 
which will result in a compulsory sentence. . · 

On the other hand, it follows from the nature of the general duties of the Council of the 
League of Nations that, even in cases where a dispute submitted to it has an indisputably 
legal aspect, the Council may not be prepared to ignore the political considerations which to 
a great extent, must guide its activity when it comes to recommending a settlement which 
may be acceptable to the parties. It is therefore natural that the Council, when confronted with 
a gap in existing law, should allow itself to be guided by considerations of political expediency 
inherent in the specific case without endeavouring to create, so to speak, a legal precedent 
cap.able of general ~pplicatio;n; In these circumstances, it will be understood that States may 
hesitate to have disputes ansmg between them settled by the Council. On the other hand if 
there were adequate guarantees that all the legal arguments would be taken into considerati~n 
a~d ~arti~ularly if rega.rd were ~ad t? general pr~nci.!?les of _justice and equity which may 
ex~rc1se a considerable mfiuence m a g1ven case wh1ch IS not, m the first instance regarded as 
bemg ?f a legal .charact~r_. it is possible that many .states would be prepared to ~onfer on the 
Council by spec1al prOVISIOns a competence exceedmg that contemplated in the provisions of 
the Covenant for the settlement of international disputes . 

. It is .. of cours~, possi~le for the Council to ~sk the Permanent Court for an advisory opinion 
:OVh1ch, Without bemg obligatory on the Council, may be extremely useful to the Council whe 
1t comes .to deal with the point of law. Apart from the fact, however, that States are no~ 
ahyays d~spos~d to app.ly to the Court, the Council may find itself in a position in which the 
pomt at ISsue IS not to mterpret a legal r.ule, but to disc~?ver a new legal rule and to establish a 
precedent. In such cases the problem IS to settle a question by analogy or in other word 
t? fulfil a function which is essentially of a legislative or quasi-legislative ~haracter If .s. 
disputes of this nature the Council were regularly assisted by a body of independent. ju · ;n 
th.e Stat~s would per~~ps be more often disposed to bring them before the Council not r~~t· 
~1th a VIeW t? Obtammg a recommendation, but With a View to having the disp~te S ttl a 

Y the Council. By this means it might be possible, if only to a very limited extent e ~ 
cases more or less exceptional, to have certain disputes settled in which the l't· 

1 
land m. 

. . po 1 1ca. e ement 
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is predominant by me~!ls .of a procedure which, wi~hout losing the elasticity characteristic of 
the ~roced~re of cm;cilr~twn, wo~d ~ the same trme have the advantages of an objective 
and 1mpartral exammatron resultmg m a compulsory sentence. The application of such a 
rigorous principle would naturally presuppose a special agreement between the States concerned . 

. The Finnish delegati~n has thought it desirable .to !?resent these few general observations, 
which were, as I have sard, drafted before the publication of the report, in view of the fact 
that the observations of the German Government may be regarded, so to speak, as an invitation 
to collaborate in the search for a pacific procedure for all disputes which have hitherto been 
causes of war, a procedure likely to result in equitable and decisive solutions. It is impossible, 
however, to take up the study of this problem without realising that the stipulations of the 
Powers in COif!pulsorily undertaking to apply a particular form of procedure are subject to 
many reservations and that at present the problem is to frame various possibilities and to 
place at the disposal of States new methods to be used at their own option .. The Finnish 
delegation is of opinion that the proposals of the Norwegian and Swedish Governments may 
usefully serve as a basis for collective conventions to be conclpded in the future with this 
object in view. 

The Finnish delegation is glad to note that some of the considerations above mentioned 
are confirmed by the observations of the Rapporteurs. Thus, the memoranda on arbitration 
and conciliation reckon with the possibility of establishing provisions concerning the laws to 
be applied by arbitrators when they are dealing with special disputes of a non-legal character. 
Similarly, the memorandum on questions relating to security contemplates, among other 
things, the possibility of agreeing that the unanimous recommendation of the Council shall 
be recognised by the interested parties as final and compulsory ; in providing for the reference 
of the dispute to a body of arbitrators, the Rapporteur has also expressed an idea more or 
less analogous to that put forward by the Finnish Government. 

The Finnish delegation, while regretting that circumstances lead to such a conclusion, 
can only associate itself with the view of the. Rapporteur who regards the possibility of a 
general treaty of security as provisionally excluded, Such a thesis, however, cannot, in the 
opinion of the Finnish Government, be admitted without an important reservation. The 
Polish proposal concerning wars of aggression unanimously adopted by the Assembly in 
September I927 might be usefully transformed into a formal convention capable of completion 
by special agreements of non-aggression and security. The Assembly declared that wars of 
aggression are and remain prohibited, and wars of aggression are now condemned as an inter
national crime. It is, of course, legitimate to draw certain practical conclusions from the 
fact that this declaration does not take the form of a strict and conventional obligation, but 
it is no less evident that it expresses a general principle of law recognised by civilised nations, 
or at least by the great majority of them. It is equally eviden.t that the Members of the League 
of Nations, in unanimously adopting that declaration, acted quite seriously and with a full 
appreciation of what they were doing. Why, therefore, should not the logical consequences 
of that expression of opinion be drawn and the general declaration be transformed into a 
concrete convention? By endeavouring.to do that it would be possible to see to what extent 
States were disposed to adopt the logical consequences of the declaration which they approved 
and to ascertain what questions relating to aggression should be left for future settlement by 
agreements and special conventions. 

The Finnish delegation reserves the right to return at a later stage in detail to this 
important question~ For the moment it abstains from emphasising all the important 
consequences logically implied in the resolution adopted by the Assembly,,and it will confine itself 
to indicating that, in emphasising the necessary connection between the prohibition of aggression 
and the obligation to use all possible measures of a pacific character, the declaration of the 
Assembly is a recognition of the fact that the more a State is disposed, so far as it is concerned, 
to submit all its disputes with other States either to arbitral or judicial settlement or to the 
procedure of conciliation, the more it is justified in pleading on its own behalf a certain 
presumption in its favour when the question arises of determining the aggressor and the victim. 

The Rapporteur, M. Politis, justly emphasised that it is desirable in regional agreements 
to reserve to the Council the right .to consider among other things th~ res!oration of normal 
relations and the question of reparations at the charge of the i!ggressor. It rs perhaps well to 
remember that the Finnish Government, in a memorandum forwarded to the Preparatory 
Disarmament Commission in February I927, gave its views in detail concerning the conclusion 
to be drawn from the obligations based on Articles ro and II of the Covenant. The Finnish 
Government expressed itself as follows : 

" . . . if Article II really means that any war is a matter of concern to the whole 
League, we may draw the vitally important conclusion that, not only the outbreak and progress 
of a war, but also its settlement are matters of concem to the whole League, and that, in view 
of this fact, it must take measure~ to bring about a just solution of the conflict and one 
in conformity with the principles of the Covenant. It would hardly be in accordance 
with these principles that the victim of aggression should be obliged to suffer the 
losses and damage caused by war (compare Article IS of the Geneva Protocol) ; it would 
be still more unjust if it were to suffer in its independence or territorial integrity. Unless 
the fundamental provisions of Articles IO, II, r6 and I7 are to lose their· real and uncon
ditional force, intervention by the League must also extend to the final phase of a war." 
In regard to the liquidation of war, I would venture to refer to a declaration previously 

communicated to the Preparatory Committee on Disarmament, because this declaration 
contains certain ideas which are intimately connected with the observations of M. Politis. 

The meeting rr>se at 12.50 p.m. 
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FOURTH MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, February zznd, 1928, at 10.30 a.m. 

Chairman·: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

6. General Discussion (continued). 
M. ROLIN TAEQUE!I):YNS (Belgium). - Mr. Chairman, ~entl~men,-Comi~g for the first 

time to Geneva to represent Belgium on the Committee on Arhrtratwn and Secur~ty i:/ [~c~?er_ 
with some emotion meetings at which I had the honour to be present at. t e L o -~ Rnb 0~ 
under the chairmanship of President Wilson, where I met for the first tlme. ~r o er 
Cecil and M. Leon Bourgeois. I have preserved an undying memory of t~ose. meetmgs. . 

Since then I have remained far from Geneva·, but I have followed wrth mterest the w~se 
and ·prudent working and development of this institution which I saw at the outset of rts 
career and it is with confidence that I am undertaking the task entrus~ed to me when_ the 
Belgia'n Government did me the honour of appointing me as its representative on the Commrttee 
on Arbitration and Security. · _ . . . . 

It seemed that my first duty was naturally to acquamt myself with this Important e!lter-
prise, and I will not disguise from you that at the end ?f four ~ays, when! had successrvely 
received documents continually more numerous and mterestmg, I felt myself somewhat 
overwhelmed. It was accordingly with. a feeling of relief that I received the ~ble reports of 
M. Holsti, M. Politis and M. Rutgers and the clear statement of our Cham~an. These 
documents inspired me with the hope that I should be able to collaborate usefully m your work 
and that somewhat restored my confidence in myself. I shall not venture to congratulate 
our Chairman and our Rapporteurs, for I do not feel myself qualified to do so. I do, however, . 
address to them my sincerest and deepest thanks. · 

My first duty here is to acquaint you _with the feelings and inten~ions of ~he G~vernment 
which I have the honour to represent. I thmk I may be extremely bnef on t~Js subject. I do 
not think that anyone can doubt for a moment the interest which the Belgran Government 
continues to take in the development of arbitration and _the strengthening of peace in the . 
world. I will in this connection refer to the speech of M. Hymans, present Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, who was Foreign Minister in 1924 and who at that time addressed to the Assembly 
words which I have just been reading. These words showed a firm faith in the ideal so splendidly 
embodied in the Protocol which was at that moment under consideration, but whose 
realisation was perhaps to be regarded as rather distant. · 

I scarcely need remind you of the active and distinguished collaboration of our Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, M. Vandervelde, in the work done at Locarno. Perhaps I may be permitted 
to refer also to the special participation of M. de Brouckere in the work of disarmament. M. 
de Brouckere was here for numerous sessions and I have studied the results of his labours 
in various notes and speeches. _ _ 

These documents show the views of the Belgian Government. These views remain what 
they have always been and nothing has been changed. They require that I should whole
heartedly devote mysc:lf to the work of peace for which the League of Nation~ was created 
and to the more special WOTk which we are undertaking at the present moment, and I shall 
do so in all sincerity. 

Success, however, does not mean that everything can at once be accomplished, and 
the present aim, in my view, is to make a further step forward, but a step which shall be 
dearly in the dir~ction of pacification. That should be done without going too fast as 
precipitancy sometimes makes it necessary to go back on work· already done. Secdrity 
and disarm~ment wi_ll re~ult from the work of pacification. I do not say that we are to take 
a first step m that drrectlon, for the first and greatest step was that which I saw taken when 
the League of Nations was created. But, since then, several steps in advance have been made 
and I hope that we shall now take yet another step forward and as soon as possible. · 

It is in that spirit that I have read the previous protocols and the memoranda of our 
~apport~urs and it is in that spirit that I have asked myself what should be the general observa
tions wh1ch I am now to make to you. 

_As regards arbitration, I must confess that the intervention of the League of Nations in 
~pec1al agreements between one State and another does not, frankly, seem to me of very great 
Importance. Reference has been made to a model contract. What, however is the good of 
such a contract ? ~ontracts are d~awn. in accordance with circumstances and requirements. 
The same·co~ntry will J?ake an arbrtrah~n contract, drawn in certain terms, with a particular 
Power and Will make a drfferent contract With another Power which is more distant or establish d 
on_ another one of . its frontiers. Moreover, if models are necessary, there are man ~n 
existence. Perhaps 1t would be better not to add new models to those which already !x: t 
We shal~ run the risk rather of confusing the issue and are not likely to make an rs · 
I accordi~&IY _conclude, subject to further inf?rmation, that this question of special ~rhf~r~~~~~ 
a~d conc1hatwn agreements and the questiOn of -the model contract may with t 
<hsadvantage and even with profit, be left on one ,ide. ' ou any 

Does this, however, lead us at once to a general protocol on arbitration ' N th" · 
further from my thoughts. We know that to undertake such a task ld b. ' 0 mg IS 
against a blank wall. This has already been said and I will venture to ~~~eat i~, t~n~tl=h~h 



refrain from inviting the Committee to go· deliberately towards an obstacle which is at 
present impassable. 

I will now pass to the problem of security. I fully agree with the practical conclusion 
of the report of 1\I. Politis in favour of regional agreements according to the Locarno formula. 
I think that everyone agrees on this subject. There is, however, a special point to which I 
would draw your attention. At first sight it is all very well to say that a decision should be 
~aken in favour of the Locarno Agreements and the conclusion of similar regional agre.ements 
m other parts of Europe and of the world. When, however, that has been said, we have 
merely issued an amiable recommendation, which may or may not be followed. I think that 
it is important and interesting to gi1·e a concrete form to our views. I noted with particular 
interest what the delegate for the British Empire, Lord Cushendun, said concerning the 
possible intervention in favour of certain definite regional agreements which are of special 
importance. I do· not think that I am alone in attaching importance to those words, as I 
found a reference in the same sense yesterday in the speech of M. Paul-Boncour. I would 
venture to associate myself with these delegates in emphasising that, in any question of 
regional contracts, that is the point of interest and the only point in which it will be possible 
for us, in my view, to intervene. It is essential that we should recognise that the League of 
Nations may prudently take the initiative, as it has already done, and in as definite a manner 
as may be necessary. 

Agreements of this kind have sometimes been confused with security agreements and 
there has been a tendency to describe the Locarno Agreements as security agreements. May 
I venture to urge, at the risk perhaps of shocking you to some extent, that I do not consider 
that security agreements are calculated necessarily to assist the cause of security as we under
stand it. Security agreements are one thing and security is another. The truth of that 
observation is shown by the fact that, if security were complete, security-agreements -would be 
useless. The fact explains perhaps how a certain confusion has arisen on this subject and why 
the delegate for Germany, as I note in his memorandum and in a passage of his speech, expresses 
himself as follows: "There is perhaps no need to stop at security. I think that the 
intention was rather to speak of security agreements and that at a given moment it would 
be possible to proceed directly to disarmament ". 

I think, on the contrary, that we must try to encourage conditions of peace and the spirit 
of peace in order t9 achieve at the same time disarmament and security. These things go 
together. One is a factor of the other, and, as I have _already heard M. Paul-Boncour say, 
it is impossible to determine whether disarmament will come from security or security from 
disarmament. I would wish, however, that the regional agreements which we are just now 

. discussing may enable us gradually to dispense with security agreements, which are, I repeat, 
the consequence of insecurity and which do not in any way entail disarmament. 

It will, however, be asked whether outside these regional agreements it is possible to 
discover any possibility of taking that step to which I was referring a moment ago. I do 
believe that there is assuredly all the same a method of achieving something more general 
than security agreements. I go so far as to believe that we can make a general agreement. 
I do not in any way despair of fulfilling the desire expressed by the delegate of France that 
something should be done. I think that we shall certainly be able to do that something in as 
general a manner as possible, at least in the direction of conciliation. It is in that spirit that 
I have already addressed a letter to the Secretary-General expressing, to him the sympathy 
felt by the Belgian Government for the scheme annexed to the Swedish note. If you will 
read that note again you will :;ee that, as in the case of many special arbitration agreements, it 
devotes two articles to arbitration and all the other articles to conciliation. 

I was very glad to hear the declarations, appreciably in the same sense if I understood 
them rightly, made by M. von Simson, the representative of Germany, and by the representative 
of Japan. It seemed to me that these delegates also laid special emphasis on the advantage 
of conciliation and that they pointed out very rightly that, in many cases when there was an 
opportunity for discussion, catastrophes were avoided. What does conciliation amount to ? 
It involves an obligation to discuss a question and when time is given for discussion the parties 
probably become wiser and more reasonable. 
. My conclusion is therefore as follows: Apart from what I have said concerning regional 

agreements, I submit a formal proposal that ·the Committee should consider whether the 
Swedish scheme might not serve as a basis for our discussions, on the understanding, however, 
that, if"necessary, the few sentences relating to arbitration contained in the first two articles 
should be eliminated. 

I understand that that also is the opinion of the delegate of Finland, or at least I conclude 
from what he said that he would be sympathetic with that point of view. 

I have still to say a word on the question ofthe application of certain articles of the Covenant. 
I have already referred to the subject in the letter which I sent to the Secretary-General on 
the proposals and suggestions submitted by M. de Brouckere. If that question is discussed, 
and to the e'xtent to which it is discussed, the Belgian delegate will follow in the same direction 
as far as possible, with only one reserve, however. The reserve is one to which I have already 
drawn the attention of General de Marinis, the delegate of Italy. It is to the effect that it is 
necessary to avoid binding ourselves too strictly by codifications and definitions which may 
perhaps render the action of the League of Nations less elastic than it should be and than it 
has, very fortunately, been up to the present moment. 

For this reason I reserve these special questions until the time comes for their discussion. 
and in this connection I merely venture to draw the special attention of the Committee to two 
questions the solution of which appears to me to be extremely desirable from the point of view 
of the working of the League. 
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One is. the que~tion of ~ean.~ ~~ comm;mic~~o::.ac~ ~n~~~!~~\~~~~~o~ai~ a:r~~~~:::~~~t~~~ 
on the subJect but, m my vieW, I IS necessary h t h . to hope for and what we 
on what we may be able to rely. \Ve must know w a we ave . , 
must needs abandon. · t th "f of financial 

In the same spirit I call the attention of the Committee o e d que~ ~o~h ·t 'll be 
assistance. J know how difficult the question is to se~tle.. ~ even won er w e er ~ s~~n as 
ossibl~ to achieve anything in this direction. . Agam, It ~s n~cessary to know ~ what 

~ossible whether or not there is any means of domg somethmg m the matter and, If so, 
exactly it is possible to do. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada) .. -- It affords me great. plea~ure to associate myself with the 
many expressions of appreci?-tion of the able manner m wh1ch yo? and t~e three :apporteurs . 
have carried out the work that was entrusted to you at the last sess10n of this Com.mtttee. . 

Since the Government of Canada ha~ not yet expressed its views be~ore t~1s Committee, 
I may perhaps be permitted to describe them in more detail than oth~rw1se ·might ~ave been 

. necessary. Many of the questions raised in this Com!Dittee ~ave occup~ed the attentiOn <?f the 
best minds in my country for generations. Canada IS a natiOn young m,Years, but she IS ol.d 
in the practice of the principles which this Committee has ~ee~ set up to I?romote. It IS 
now more than a century since the Rush-Bagot Agreement, whtch IS referred to ~~ yo~r memo
randum was concluded for the purpose of giving greater security to two countnes situated on 
either side of the worlrl's greatest system of inland waterways. . . 

Arbitration and conciliation have been discussed here to a great e~tent. !n the ~J?Imon 
of the Canadian Government, the pacific settlement of international dtsputes .Is the pnmary 
purpose of the League of Nations, whether this end be achieved by developmg further ~he 
machinery of the League itself, or by promoting treaties providing for special or co~~ct~ve 
agreements for arbitration and security. Whichever course is followed, the value of conciliation 
and investigation as distinct from traditional arbitration cannot, in the opinion of my 
Government, be over-estimated. . -- . 

We have heard much for and against the acceptance of the Locarno Treaties as a bas1s 
of discussion, and no doubt it may be presumed that provision will be made for multilateral 
or bilateral treaties furthering arbitration in justiciable, and conciliation in non-justiciable, 
disputes, through special ad hoc commissions. As regards such treaties, the Canadian Govern
ment desires to call the attention of this Committee to the desirability of States which have 
geographical or similar difficulties considering the establishment of a permanent commission, 
consisting of equal numbers of eminent citizens of each country, for investigation and report 
or decision. 

Canada and the United States have established an International Joint Commission of 
this type. This Commission, created in accordance with the terms of a treaty of 1909, consists 
of six members-·three appointed by the President of the United States and three by His 
Majesty the King on the recommendation of the Government of Canada. These groups 
function not as separate national sections but as one international body. ·There is a Canadian 
Chairman, who presides at meetings held in Canada, and an American Chairman, who presides 
at meetings held in the United States. There are two secretaries, one in charge ofthe Commission's 
offices in Washington and the other in charge of its offices in Ottawa. The Commission holds. 
two regular meetings q year, one in Ottawa in October and the other in Washington in April; 
other meetings or public hearings are held at such times and places as the two Chairmen may 
decide. In broad terms, the purpose of the Commission is, in the language of the Preamble 
of the Treaty, " to prevent disputes regarding the use of boundary waters, and to settle 
all questions which are now pending between the United States and the Dominion of Canada. 
involving the rights, obligations or interests of either in relation to the other, or to the 
inhabitants of the other, along their common frontier, and to make provision for the 
adjustm·ent and settlement of all such questions as may hereafter arise". 

. Provision is also made for reference to the Commission, by joint consent of the parties 
of any matter of difference arising between them. ' 

Seventeen years of experience of the working of this Commission have shown the great 
· yal?e o~ permanence and equality in 1!-umbe~s ~n cr.eat~ng definite standards of procedure and 
m mspmng mutual· confidence and Impartiality m Its members. During these seventeen 
years, twenty-three cases have been brought before this Joint Commission. Three others 
are now pending. Of the twenty-three, all except two have resulted in unanimous decisions 
The two cases in which unanimity was not reached were considered during the first two year~
of the oper.at~on of t~e Commission. It will thus be seen that all the cases brought before 
the .Co~miSSion du~mg the last fift~en years have resulted in unanimous decisions. In 
cons1denng the question of model treaties and the setting up of conciliation bodies it might be 
advisable that this for.m of. commi.ssion should be studied carefully. ' 
. ~s regards secunty, m .reading the memoranda. of the Chairman and Rapporteurs and 

hsterung .to the speeches which have been made dunng the present session it has been most 
encouraf?lng to note the t;~ew emphasis which is being placed upon the Cov'enant as the basis 
of secunty. Too much Importance cannot be attached to the fact that the Lea · 

c 't b ·d· h' f h 1 · . gue gtves se un y y prov1 mg mac mery or t e so ubon of mternational difficulties and thus c f 
the habi~ and atmosphe.re of co-operation and the will to co-operate. rea mg 

Dnnng these meetmg~ more. has been heard of preventive measures and less of It' 
T~ere has been encouragmg evidence that security is no longer considered as 

5 
pena tes. 

With sanctio!'s. That, in ~y judgment, ~s great progress. Undertakin s to ynon:y~ous 
and economic pressure agamst a State viOlating the Covenant have th g. 1 emp~y military 
whole, such a procedure is not only the least constructive but also th leJr pt ace,fi ut, on the 

. e eas pro table course 
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for the League to pursue. It has been Canada's experience that the most effective sanction, in the 
settlement of either international or industrial disputes, is the force of informed and focused 
public opinion. It is the considered opinion of the Canadian Government that, particularly 
at the present time, security may be advanced more effectively by disarmament than by 

. increased pledges of armed assistance. Our experience of the working. of naval disarmament 
on the Great Lakes, which for a thousand miles form the boundary between· the United States 
and Canada, and of military disarmament along more than two thousand miles of frontier, 
has shown how the absence of armed forces promotes confidence and does away with the fear 
and suspicions which are the enemies of security. 

I come now to the second group of questions on our programme, that is, "the systematic 
preparation of ·the machinery to be employed by the organs of the League of Nations 
with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their obligations under the 
various articles of the Covenant ". · 

As regards Article II, the Canadian Government agrees that it is desirable to perfect 
arrangements for the speedy and effective action of the Council and the Assembly in 
emergencies. 

As to Article ro, the Canadian Government considers that this article, which states a 
general prinoiple the application of which must be deduced from the specific articles which 
follow, has already been interpreted by a resolution of the First Committee of the· fourth 
ordinary session of the Assembly. This resolution, as will be recalled, was as follows : 

"It is in conformity with the spirit of Article ro that, in the event of the Council 
considering it to be its duty to recommend the application of military measures in conse
quence of an aggression or danger or threat of aggression, the Council shall be bound to 
take account more particularly of the geographical situation and of the special conditions 
of each State. 

" It is for the constitutional authorities of each Member to decide, in reference to the 
obligation of preserving the independence and the integrity of the territory of Members, 
in what degree the Member is bound to assure the execution of this obligation by employ
ment of its military forces. 

"The recommendation made by the Council shall be regarded as being of the highest 
importance and shall be taken into consideration by all the Members of the League with 
the desire to execute their engagements in good faith." 

As regards Article 16, the Canadian Government is of the opinion that any increase or 
elaboration of the obligations of the Members of the League should await progress in solving 
the problem of the possible attitude of neutral States not Members of the League. With 
regard to the proposal of financial assistance to States victims of aggression, we agree that 
it is desirable to explore the avenues of such financial co-operation as is contemplated in 
Article 16. · 

As regards determining the aggressor, the Canadian Government is in agreement with th·e 
. following statement contained in the memor~ndum on Article 10, paragraph II3 : 

"We are constrained to believe that any attempt to lay down rigid or absolute 
criteria in advance for determining an aggressor would be unlikely'in existing circumstances 
to lead to any practical result." 

We consider that, in the words of the Assembly at its second session, "it is the duty of 
- each Member of the League to decide for itself whether a breach of the Covenant has been 

committed". We are also in the fullest sympathy with the reservation made by the Chairman 
in discussing the question of regional security agreements between Members of the League, 
in paragraph 12, where he adds : 

" Provided always that such treaties are conceived in the spirit of the Convenant of 
the League and are co-ordinated within its provisions." 

We believe that such agreements will require careful scrutiny and that, in order to prevent 
their lapsing into ordinary military alliances, they should be made applicable to the aiding 
of either party in a pos&ible dispute according to the circumstances. ' 

If, as has been frequently stated, Canada is a producer and n·ot a consumer of security, 
this is largely accounted for by the fact of her reliance upon .conciliation and arbitration. In 
fact, Canada has been a pioneer in the search for non-military security, and, like most pioneers, 
she has had to pay a heavy price for her experience. Arbitration awards have always been 
accepted, but sometimes not without a feeling that we have suffered unduly for our faith 
in this procedure. The best evidence, however, of the success of our search for security is 
seen in the very large measure of disarmament that we have already been able to attain 
Canada is profoundly interested in disarmament, and any constructive steps toward its 
achievement are assured of her earnest and sympathetic consideration. · 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). - According to the procedure which has been proposed by tht> 
Chairman and which I entirely approve, the various members of the Committee are first, in 
the course of the general discussion, to express their views on the principles which underlie 
the memoranda of the Rapporteurs. At alaterstageofthe discussion, we shall have to examine 
in a more detailed manner the special points in the memoranda concerning which differences 
of opinion have arisen. I hope •I am not exceeding the limits of the general discussion by 
drawing immediate attention to certain special points which are, however, of general interest 
and in regard to which I would like to submit a few observations. 
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It is well known that the Swedish Government has felt it necessary to ~ake ad:Vantage 
of the opportunity offered to Governments by the Committee to address to 1ts Cha1rman a 
scheme of a general treaty of arbitration and conciliation. I would, on beh~lf of my.~ove:n
~ent, very cordially thank the Chairman and the Rapporteurs for the kmd cons1 eratwn 
which they have given to this scheme. I would also v~nture to express to the speaker~ V.:ho 
have preceded me in this discussion my sincerest gratitude for the .words of apprecmtwn 
and approval which they have been so good as to utter on the subject of the draft treaty 
submitted to the Committee by the Swedish Governm~nt. . . . 

This draft, according to the opinion expres~ed m. the ~le~orandum on Arb1tratwn. and 
Conciliation, is one that may be adopted as a basis of disc~ss10~ m the eve?t of the Committee 
thinking it desirable to frame a model general treaty dealing w1th the subject. 

The Rapporteur, however, has at the same time drawn at~e~tion to. obstacles more or 
less of a political character which.lie at pre~ent in the way of t;stab!lshmg a system of. compulsory 
arbitration .. These obstacles anse even If compulsory arb1trat10n covers only. d1sputes .of a 
legal character, other disputes-namely, disputes of a non-legal character- bemg subm1tted 
to the conciliation procedure. . · . . . 

The British memorandum shows very clearly that such difficulties ex1st. Certam States 
find it impossible to undertake generally to submit to an international tribunal all disputes of 
a legal' character which may arise between them and another country, and they reserve the 
right themselves to decide whether an international dispute which may arise. shall or shall 
not be submitted to an international tribunal. . . 

It is clear that the Committee is obliged to take this attitude into account. Must it, 
however, be concluded that the Committee is obliged to abandon the idea of a general or 
collective arbitration and conciliation treaty ? In my opinion, such a conclusion would be 
premature. I see, on the contrary, various possibilities of finding a way out. 

First, it seems legitimate to suppose that the States which do not think it possible to 
accept compulsory arbitration for all legal.disputes without exception might be prepared to 
sign a general arbitration treaty, subject to certain reservations, accepting the conciliation 
procedure for disputes which they do not consider themselves bound to submit to arbitration. 

If this possibility is discarded, a second possible· solution might be found in the establish
ment of a collective treaty which might be signed by the majority of the States 
in the near future. on the understanding that the other States have the option of adhering 
to it at a later date, possibly subject to certain reservations. 

There is even a third possibility, namely, the establishment of a general or collective 
arbitration treaty in spite of the negative attitude of a certain number of States. If these 
States are not prepared to conclude an arbitration treaty with all States, they would perhaps 
be ready to do so with a limited number of States. It might therefore be possible to frame 
a gen.eral treaty, and the States to which we are now referring might conclude special agreements, 
prov1ded, that t!Ie general treaty should be applicable to disputes arising between them and 
some other particular State. Such a procedure would appear to facilitate the development 
of the system of arbitration and conciliation. · 

I. would accordingly venture to suggest that the Committee should not confine itself to 
~raming a mode! treaty for bilateral treaties, but that it should, on the contrary, abide by the 
1dea of a collective or almost a general treaty, annexing to its report the text of such a treaty 
for submission to. the Assembly in September. . 

I would also, m reference to the excellent memorandum of M. Holsti make certain observa
tions on the relations between the Council on the one hand and arbitration tribunals and 
conciliation commissions on the other hand. 

As reg;ards the relat~ons between the Council and arbitration tribunals, the Rapporteur 
confi!Ied himself to quo!mg a p~ssage from the report of the Special Committee of Jurists 
appmnted by the Counc1l resolution of September 28th, 1923, of which I had the honour to 
be a ~e~ber. The Rapporteur evidently desired to associate himself with the conclusion 
of the JUrists, and I need not say that I entirely agree with him in this respect. The passage 
of the report of the Jurists in question was as follows: 

" Where! contrary to. th~ terms of Article ri;, paragraph I, a dispute is submitted 
to the c.ouncil on t~e apphcatwn of one of the parties, where such a dispute already forms 
the sub]~ct .of arbitratwn or of judicial proceedings, the Council must refuse to consider 
the apphcatlon." · 

Perhaps it should b.e mentioned that the rel?ort of the Com~ittee of Jurists was ex licit! 
approve.d by. the Council. I should perhaps pomt out that the heading of the cha tel which 
I have m. mmd, namely. Chapter \i of the Memorandum on Arbitr r d cp · · · 
should in<;Ii,ca!e that it ~e~ls not only with the question of the relation: ~~:n thncChaho~ 
and. COf!Ciliat!on commissiOns, but also the question of the relations betw ethen C e ?1unc!l 
arbitration tnbunals. een e ounc1 and 

If, however, this last question seems to be entirely clear a d d · . 
report of the Special Committee of Jurists approved by the Council nth e~hitely se~tled by the 
that of the relations between the Council and conciliation ' . · ~ 0 er question, namely, 
more complicated and delicate. The Ra orteur h . comm!SSiO?s, seems to me to be 
of. view which must be taken into consile~ation on a~hf~early emphasised the various points 
w!ll deny that t~e Council- should not interfere with th matter. On th~ .on~ haJ;J,d, n? ?ne 
Without very senous reasons · on the other hand th e dwork of a concihatwn commiSSion 
must intervene in order to ~aintain peace in th en: are oubt.less cases in which the Council 
procedure before a special commission is provided e;ent ofha dispute even if the conciliation 
imagined when such intervention would be e or hsuc a case. The case may even be 

necessary t ough the conciliation procedure was 
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already started before an international commission. It is clearly necessary to take these 
two opposite considerations into account, both in establishing new general treat.Jes and in 
applying existing treaties. This last question, namely, the application of existing treaties, 
must for the moment be left on one side. I would, however, draw attention to the fact that, 
in several treaties of conciliation concluded by Sweden, there is a stipulation to the effect 
that a dispute relating to the interpretation of the treaties shall be submitted to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice at The Hague. If a dispute arises as to interpretation, the 
Court would have the final word. 

. As I have just said, I am leaving this question on one side and I am considering first of 
all the relations between the Council and conciliation commissions as they would be regulated 
by a general or collective convention to be concluded. With this possibility in view, I cannot 
entirely agree with the opinion of the Rapporteur expressed in sub-paragraph 5 of paragraph 43· 
I would like to emphasise more precisely that only in exceptional cases and in situations which 
involve a danger to the peace of the world should the Council consider itself competent to 
deal with a dispute which, according to a treaty in force, must first be submitted to a conciliation 
commission. I would venture to remind you of the conclusion at which the Committee 
of Jurists arrived when dealing with this subject in the report which I have already quoted: 

" If the matter in dispute, by an agreement between the parties, has already been 
submitted to other jurisdiction, before which it is being regularly proceeded with, or is 
being dealt with in the said manner in another channel, it is in conformity with the general 
principles of law that it should be possible for a reference back to such jurisdiction to be 
asked for and ordered." · 

Another Committee of Jurists appointed by the Council, of which I also had the honour 
to be a member, expressed its opinion on this question in a report of July 31st, 1922, in the 
following terms : . 

"The Parties will, in the great majority of cases, find considerable advantage in 
submitting their disputes to examination by the Commission which they have created. 
If, however, in the opinion of one of them, the dispute is of such an acute nature as to be 
'likely to lead to a rupture' -a somewhat exceptional eventuality which would presuppose 
in the majority of cases a failure of the Parties to adopt the pacific attitude which the 
Convention imposes upon them during the conciliation preliminaries-Article 15 of the 
Covenant can be applied. Moreover, even in this case, it will be the duty of the Council, 

·upon request by one of the Parties, to consider whether it should keep the examination 
of the dispute in its own hands or refer it to the Commission for consideration." 

I hope that this idea will be embodied in the report of our Committee in a form more 
precise ~han that in which it is given in the memorandum. 

Passing now to the memorandum on questions relating to security, I feel bound, like 
several previous speakers, to associate myself with the views expressed by our Chairman in 
his introduction on the value of the Covernant as an element of security. My Government 
has always maintained that the Covenant must not be under-estimated from the point of view 
of the security deriving from it. The Swedish Governement )1.as not changed its opinion on 
that point. It considers that the system of security embodied in the Covenant justifies the 
carrying out of the provisions of Article 8 for the reduction of armaments. 

In this connection I will make, in passing, a small observation. In the'able memorandum 
of M. Politis it is stated, at the end of sub-paragraph I of paragraph 56 : " It is now regarded 
as a twofold axiom that: (1) there can be no disarmament without security; and (2) there can 
be no security without arbitration." If the view is accepted that the reduction of armaments 
in peace constitutes an element of security-and that view seems to me to be absolutely in · 
conformity with the Covenant-it is necessary to add to·the sentence which I have just quoted 
the words "and the general reduction of armaments". The sentence sho\lld then run as 
follows: "It is now regarded as a twofold axiom that : (r) there can be no disarmament without 
security; and (2) there can be no security without arbitration and the general reduction of 
armaments." Everyone recognises that the rivalry in armaments constitutes the most 
formidable threat to war, and the Covenant explicitly declares that the maintenance of peace 
requires a reduction of armaments. 

I already argued that the Covenant, in the opinion of my Government, has an intrinsic 
value from the point of :view of security which it is desirable not to under-estimate. I would 
here more specially emphasise that the system of security embodied in the Covenant is bound 

. up with the system of compulsory arbitration, and that it accordingly seems an exaggeration, 
or even perhaps an inexactitude, to say that the good faith of the parties is the only guarantee 
for the execution of arbitral awards. There is in Article 13 of the Covenant a stipulation 
requiring the Council to propose measures which would, in the event of a party failing to 
execute an arbitral or judicial award, ensure that the award should be carried into effect. 
The Council, according to the Covenant, is expected to use its influence with a view to ensuring 
the execution of arbitral awards, and can, if necessary, bring to bear any methods of pressure 
which are at its disposal in order to compel a recalcitrant to conform with the decision taken 
by an international tribunal, 

Permit me to say, moreover, that the suggestions of the delegate of Germany to the 
effect that the Council should be invested with power to take conservatory measures, and to 
order the cessation of preparations for war in a time of crisis, seem to me to be of very real 
importance. It is true, as M. Paul-Boncour observed yesterday, that these questions have 
already been studied within the League of Nations, and have been the subject of certain 
recommendations of the Council and the Assembly, but it does not therefore follow that these 
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d h t th · execution should not be assured 
recommendations should not be reinforced ~n t a .;{ f t ·udge the practical scope 
by means of ~ore definite undertakings. It .1s not pos~l he hor us ~ 1 itted concrete proposals 
of the suggestions put forward by M. von Stmson until e as su m 
on the subject. ld fi ys If to stating 

As regards the idea of regional security agreements, I wou ~on ~e m ~ ' 
on behalf of my Government, that Sweden .has no individu.al !nterest t!l. thr~ question. S':~en 
has concluded two regional security agreements establ.tshmg demilttansed zones, na 1 ly, 
an agreement with Norway which provides for the establishment of such a zone alan~ a a~ge 
portion of the frontier between Sweden and Norway, and an agree~ent for ~he non-fortificatiOn 
and neutralisation of the Aland' Islands, together with the archipelago :rtuated to the east 
of the Swedish coast between Sweden and Finland. Moreover, we consrd~r the agreements 
made between Sweden and the three neighbouring countries for the pac1fic sett~ement of 
disputes as security. treaties. The peaceful settlement referred to in those treaties covers 
all disputes, whatever their character maY: be. My ~overnm~nt does not contemplate that 
Sweden will be a party to any other regwnal secunty treaties. It. n~verthe.les.s welcom.ed 
with the greatest satisfaction the conclusion of the Locarno Treaties. !f s1milar . treaties 
can be concluded in other regions where the need for them is felt, the mamtenance of peace 
will no doubt be encouraged. It is, however, of the utmost importance that such agree~ents 
should be of the same character as the Rhine Agreement, and that they should not cons~1tute, 
to use the words of the British memorandum, a mere alliance between one group of fnendly 
States whose interests are common. My Government shares the views embodied in the German 
and British memoranda on this subject. These views seem to be entirely in conformity with 
those of the Rapporteur. · 

In conclusion, I would emphasise that the welcome accorded by public opinion throughout 
the world to the Treaties of Locarno is not merely due to the guarantee pact concluded between 
certain Powers which signed the Locarno Agreements. The compulsory arbitration treaties 
between several of these Powers are regarded as an essential part of the work of Locarno. 
The Swedish Government, in view of the progress made in the field of compulsory arbitration 
as a consequence of the conclusion of the Treaties of Locarno, hoped and still hopes that an 
increasing number of States will accept in the near future the principle of compulsory arbitration. 

It is not the same thing for a State to declare its readiness to resort, if necessary, to the 
procedure of arbitration and for it to assume final obligations to that effect in arbitration 
treaties. The difference between these two things is as great as that which exists between 
the old treaties of friendship and a treaty of guarantee 9f the Locarno type. In the first 
case, assurances of friendship are given. . In the second case, there is a definite undertaking 
assumed by the contracting parties and- covering concrete cases. Treaties of c9mpulsory 
arbitration are not the expression of a merely useless formalism, but are integral elements 
of international law, to which the League of Nations proposes to give a more solid foundation: 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Mr. Chairman, -In 
reply to your request that the Governments represented on this Committee should make 
known their general views at the present stage, I rise to speak in order to give you in outline 
the point of view of. the Government of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes: I 
sh~ confine myself to considerations of a general kind, reserving my right to speak again 
dux:ng the course o! the det~led discussion of the questions. I would join in the tributes 
whrch have been patd by vanous speakers to the three Rapporteurs and to the Chairman of 
?.ur Com~itte~ for the very skilful manner in which they have fulfilled their task. I say 

very skilful. because, up t~ t.he prese_nt, every speaker has .found in the reports before 
. us a confirmation o.f t~e essentialtdeas whtch they have expressed m the name of their respective 
Go.vernments .. ~his IS a. proof that .the reports .ha':e be~n drawn up impartially with the 
ObJect of .furmshu~g us Wt~h a collection of matenal m whtch each of us may find, from his 
own .Particular ~omt of VIew: t~e arguments which he needs to defend his own opinion. I 
constder that thts was the pnnctpal task of the Rapporteurs. lt is now for the members of 
this Committ~e to draw, if it is possible to do so, practical conclusions from this work in order 
to find a soluh~n for the grave problem~ underlying in~ernational security . 

. In attackmg the .Pr~blem, I V.:Ish ~rst. to. dtscuss. the Introduction which refers, 
qwte naturally, to se~unty m the form m which tt extsts by VIrtue of the articles of the Covenant 
of the ;League of Nations. 

In. my view, and I ~hink it is shared by all members here, the Covenant itself has created 
a certam degree of secunty. I cannot, however, support the opinion expressed in the Intr.oduc
tion. I do not think that this security is sufficient. · Nor can I approve the opinion 
express~d that the articles of the .covenant in their present form could prevent the outbreak 
of warm m?st cases. I do not thmk that the Cou~cil of the League of Nations, in the present 
state. of affatrs, possesses the means and the authonty necessary to prevent the outb k f 
conflict. . rea o a 

In my view, the question of conflicts should not be judged by rule of thumb· th t · t 
saY:, b~ trying to discover whether, in most cases the Council is capable throu h 'th a ts 

0 

:OVhtch tt already possesses, of puttmg an end to an armed conflict 1 th' k t~ t 't e. means 
Important to examine the question whether the Council of the Lea · m. a I IS more 
constituted, and whether the Covenant itself by the rinci les ~u~ of ~ahons .as at pres~nt 
means to prevent conflicts whose gravity is known to Jl anl hi hhtch I~ enshnnes, provide 

It is my duty to say that, in expressin this 0 inion I w c ~ay e~d to catastrophe. 
the slightest degree the authority of the grea~ intern~tiona.i . ht~et.no m~ention o~ belittling in 
On the contrary, the Kingdom of the Serbs Croats and ms 1 u ton w ose seat 1s at Geneva. 
permitted the expression, the faithful serv~nt of th L Slovenes£ hNas .always been, if I may be 

e eague 0 attons. My country takes 
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the view that peace can be achieved only by the League of Nations, by the union of all the 
constructive forces of the whole world and by an effort which shall be really international. 
Consequently, though we may express doubts regarding the efficacy of the means at present 
at the disposal of the League, we do this in the desire to see those means strengthened, and to 
see the League of Nations become in actual fact what it ought to be according to the views 
of its creators, a distinguished representative of whom we had the pleasure of hearing this 
morning. I am glad, and you must excuse me if I say so, to have been a very humble representa
tive at the Peace Conference, when I was a member of the delegation of the Serbs Croats and 
Slovenes. My recollection of what occurred is the same as that of the delegate fr~m Belgium 
and I experienced the same feelings as he did on the signature of the Covenant of the Leagu~ 
of Nations. I think that it is our duty not to put aside this basis, which is truly international, 
common and collective in character, when we investigate all the problems before us, and 
especially the problem of the security of nations. · · 

. After this preliminary observation, I desire to state, in the name of the delegation of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, that we consider that the best guarantee for peace consists 
in the peaceful settlement of all international disputes either by arbitration or by judicial 
decision or by some procedure of conciliation or by other similar means. We are convinced 
that real peace can begtn its existence as soon as international life is subjected to some kind 
of legal organisation, however imperfect it may be. States must renounce a part of their 
national sovereignty in exchange for some form, however slight, of international control. 
I am in agreement on this point with the representative of Germany. It is by ideas such as 
these that the creators of the League of Nations were guided in 1919. It is our duty to pursue 
the same path to try to strengthen the authority of the League and to lay down in a more 
detailed manner the essential principles which inspired those who drafted the Covenant. 

I now desire to say something about arbitration. I refer to arbitration not as a means for 
the settlement of disputes but as a measure which in practice may succeed in giving a certain 
degree of security to nations. I do not wish to examine the principles of arbitration. I wish 
merely to remind you of what I find stated in a masterly manner which does honour to British 
diplomacy in the memorandum of the British Government. In that document is described 
with complete clearness the relations which exist between arbitration and security. The 
British memorandum emphasises the fact-and I repeat I would have said the same myself
that the Covenant of the League of Nations accepts arbitration as a principle. It goes no 
further. The British memorandum also shows us that arbitration concerns only disputes of 
a legal kind, and even such disputes are not all submitted to arbitration as a general practice. 
There are reservations, reservations of long standing and of so important a kind as to prevent 
the regular and normal process of arbitration. These reservations concern national honour, 
vital interests, etc., and restrict considerably the applica.tion in practice of this method of 
peaceful settlement. 

The Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes takes the view that the peaceful settlement 
of all international disputes constitutes the best means for the preservation of peace. We 
are in favoui: of as wide a use of arbitration as possible, provided that it is a form of arbitration 
effectively guaranteed, and not a form which is at the mercy of the public opinion of the peoples 
in question or of the goodwill of the States which will be left free to execute or reject arbitral 
awards. 

You see, gentlemen, that, from the point of view of security which is of interest to us-! 
speak of security upon which disarmament depends, since the two ideas are knit together 
logically arid indissolubly-you see that arbitration is of a very precarious nature in practice. 
Must we shut our eyes to this fact or shall we say so openly ? As far as I am concerned, and 
I express the view of my Government as well as my personal convictions, it is my duty to 
say that I do not consider that arbitration in its present form gives such guarantees as are 
necessary for the security of peoples. I would remind you that we represent Governments 
and that we are responsible persons, and I think that, if we put ourselves in the place of any 
Government which is examining the problem of its national security, we shall all reach the 
same conclusion, however great the regret which the discovery of that conclusion may give 
to a great number, and indeed I think to all of us. My conclusion, therefore, as far as the 
question of the peaceful settlement of international disputes is concerned and the application 
of a system of arbitration, of a procedure of conciliation or of judicial settlement, is the same 
as that contained in the British memorandum. We must have time to achieve proper security. 
We must have time to re-educate the peoples of the world in the international field in order that 
they may become accustomed to seek the protection of their interests in a just and peaceful 
settlement of a dispute and not by force of arms. 

As far.as the problem of security agreements is concerned, it is my duty to say that, 
on this point, the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes takes its stand 
on the Covenant itself. The Covenant in its Preamble and in Article II lays down the following 
principles: the principle of international solidarity, that of the co-operation of the peoples, 
that of the common interests in all questions affecting peace. Article II states: 

" Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any Members of the 
League or not, is hereby declared a matter of concern to the whole League." 

Consequently, any war or threat of war is a matter for each Member of the League of 
Nations. The Covenant knows no region in the world capable of being of greater or less 
interest to a country. It has put aside the idea of specially safeguarding the interests of a 
State in a particular part of the world. All Members of the League of Nations have agreed 
to state expressly that a threat of war wherever it occurs affects the whole League and each 
one of its Members. 



This, therefore, is the logical conclusion, gentlemen, to be dr~wn fr~m the Covenant as 
far as the problem of security is concerned. Any system of secunty wh1ch conforms to ~he 
Covenant of the League of Nations must be based on collective means and on a collective 
understanding. - d Sl M 

This is the view of the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats an ovenes. . Y 
country is faithful to the Covenant and the League of ~at~ons. She desires general secunty 
of an equal kind for all and equally just for all. The objection may be made that _such a_form 
of security is vague. I do not agree with that opinion. I think that general secunty achieved 
within the framework of the Covenant by collective means is of real value t? all peoples. . It 
is true that, for reasons known to everyone, for reasons the true value o~ wh1ch we ~pprec1ate 
and of which we would not diminish the importance, each country desires to remam free to 
defend its own interests in the manner which it thinks best. Though, however, a system 
of general guarantees, as well as that resulting from t~e Geneva Protocol, has not been accepted 
and ratified, we must nevertheless not cease to think of the Protocol, and we must d1rect 
our steps towards it. . 

I am very happy to note that M. Paul-Boncour refer~ed yesterda:y to a phrase wh1ch 
runs as a ·kind of Leitmotiv through the mind of the delegation of the Kmgdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes. Progress achieved by the conclusion of regional agreements can only 
be the beginning of a new method of arriving at general security. The Agreement o~ L<?car~o 
cannot represent the end and object but must only be considered as a means of ac~1e~ng 1t. 
The reason why we now agree to the opinion expressed in the report, according to w~1ch 1~ the 
present state of affairs the nations must seek for security in special agreements an~ m reg~onal 
agreements, is because we do so desiring to work for the realisation of the true Ideal of the 
League of Nations, which consists in reaching security by means of a general system. 

I was glad to hear the observations of the representative of Italy, w~o stated that he 
agreed, in principle, to regional agreements. I was the more glad to hear th1s as I thought ?f 
the common interests possessed by Italy and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes m 
the region in which both countries are situated. The representative of Italy and the representa
tive of Germany have made certain reservations. General de Marinis said that such agree
ments must be open to all States situated in the region concerned. I agree. HePadded, too, 
that such agreements by virtue of what they contained should not give rise to apprehension 
in any part of the world. On this point too. I agree. 

I also share the views of the German delegate, who reminded you that such agreements 
must not be signed under pressure of any kind. What will happen, however, if a State in a 
particular part of the world is not ready to sign one of these agreements ? Must other States 
renounce the security thus offered them or the understanding which they have reached among 
themselves ? The formula proposed by General de Marinis, according to which these agree
ments must be open to all States in the part of the world concerned, appears acceptable, but 
it must be clearly understood that a State cannot be compelled to belong to such a combine 
if it does not desire to do so. In certain parts of Europe, however, there unfortunately exists 
no desire to follow the example of Locarno. For various reasons, countries in certain parts of 
Europe do not wish to or cannot follow the fine example given by Germanv. 

The system of Locarno has been criticised. Doubts have been expressed as to whether 
such a system is applicable to other parts of Europe. As far as I am concerned, I can repiy 
in the affirmative, for it is not a question of applying the Treaty of Locarno as a whole but 
the essential J?rinciples which it contains. These are si~ple and serve the cause of peace. 

The ·first 1s that there should be no recourse to war m any case between the contracting 
parties. Why can this example not be followed in other parts of the world ? 

T~e s~cond is absolute respect for _the territor~al integrity of each contracting party. 
On th1s pomt I ;egret to make reservations concermng the report submitted by M. Politis, 
who, when speakmg on ?Ia uses n_ece~sar:yfor a~ agreement on security, made the recommendation 
that a ciause res.Pectmg terntonal mt~gr1ty should not necessarily be inserted, fot fear 
that the.mtroductwn of such a ci-;use m1ght produce an effect contrary to what was desired. 
In. my VIew, t~ese scrupl_es ~re _c~mte _use~ess. In a matter like this, no room must be left for 
misunderstanding. Terntonal mtegnty 1s already guaranteed by the Covenant in Article 1o 
~ach _State Member of the League of Nations undertakes not only to respect the territoriai 
mtegnty. of all other Members of the League but also to defend it. I can see no objection 
t<;> foll.owmg the exaii_~ple of Locarno t<? its conclus~on, for any other procedure may perhaps 
g1ve nse to hopes which cannot be realised and which will not have served the true cause of 
peace. · 

Th~ third essential_principle of Locarno, which sh?ws that it represents a real ideal, is 
tha~ this Treaty was s1gned by two ex-enemy countnes which deliberately stretched out 
the1r. hands to eac_h other, not being constrained to do so and acting under no kind Of ressure 
but m o~der to live at peace. Why should other ex-enemy countries find "t · p "bl t' 
follow th1s example ? . I 1mposs1 e o 

I now reach a point which I find referred to also in the report and in th B · t · h d 
It concerns the resolution of the Assembly of 1926 by wh· h th eC n ~~ memoran urn. 
make the offer of its good offices for the conclusion of . illc e ounc was asked to 
proposal that this passage was inserted in the resol t" Slm ar agreements. It was on my 
that no Government has approached the Council of t~ wn of 1926. .W~f have to-day to note 
is not because no Gov:ernment has desired to approach ~te~gue .. 

1 
Th1s IS true, but the reason 

ment has been forthcoming whence encoura em t. h e ounc1 • but because no encourage
of Nations nor from t~e Powers concerned. gi r:~r ~0 °t~d be expected, neither from the League 

You remember m what circumstances the T e great Powers. 
laborious negotiations that signature was prec d r~atyyof Locarno was signed and by what 

. e e · ou are aware how many diplomatic 
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steps led up to it. Let me tell you that a similar procedure is going on in other parts of Europe. 
May those who have so far turned a deaf ear be encouraged to follow another line of policy. 
When we come to the detailed discussion, I shall propose that the Council of the League of 
Nations should possibly take the initiative at some future date in the conclusion of such 
treaties. 

I have tried to make my observations of a general nature. I have pointed out several 
courses which we might follow, and I will summarise them as follows: 

. In the first place, security is indissolubly linked with the problem of disarmament. Security 
as it exists at present by virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations is insufficiently 
strong to serve as a basis for a fresh change in the foreign policy of States Members of the League. 
It is therefore necessary, and this is the task of our Committee, to ~scover practical means 
for increasing that security and for giving it a more effective and efficient form. These means 
are of various kinds. There is arbitration, procedure of conciliation, the judicial settlement 
of disputes, the wise advice which the League of Nations can give in case of need-there is, 
in fact, a whole series of practical measures which we are going to examine and upon which 
I .will not dwell any longer at the moment. There are also certain articles of the Covenant 
itself which we are also examining with a view to defining their scope. 

I reserve my right to speak on all this at a future date, but I wish to summarise the guiding 
motive, the true point of view of the delegation of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, when I 
say that, as far as the problem of security is concerned, we must have, as I had occasion to 
state last September, something more than formulre and paper systems. The British memorandum 
states that, as far as the Treaty of Locarno is concerned, the whole force of the British 
Empire is ready to guarantee the execution of the obligations assumed by virtue of their 
Treaty. It is necessary, therefore, that the force not only of the British Empire but also 
of the other countries represented on the League should effectively guarantee the obligations 
which have been assumed. In this way the problem of security will be solved. I leave it, 
however, to my colleagues to decide for themselves whether we can, at this juncture, attain 
such an object. 

The Committee rose at I p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, February 22nd, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

6. General Discussion (continued). • 

M. CANTILO (Argentine). - The general discussion is too far advanced for it to be right 
for me to occupy your attention very long. It is my duty, however, to reply to the request of 
our Chairman, who asked us at the first meeting to express our respective points of view on 
security, arbitration and the articles of the Covenant, the three questions dealt with in the 
memoranda. I propose to reply to this request in a very general and brief manner. 

What was tangled and confused in these matters has been to a great extent cleared up 
and straightened out considerably by the preliminary work of the Rapporteurs, to whom I, 
in my turn, would pay a tribute. 

· Though, however, the data of the problem appear to have been simplified by defining them, 
the work of co-ordination is still none the less difficult. 

This is due to the fact that we represent different countries whose situations and states 
of mind are very different. As far as I am concerned, I speak in the name of a country of 
the South American continent. It is not merely a question of geographical distance away 
from Europe. I represent a country with traditions and special antecedents, with a particular 
manner of regarding the questions which we hav~ to deal with on this Committee. This 
means in fact that the ideas, feelings and conceptions of my country do not always fit in very 
well with the ideas, feelings and conceptions of other parts of the world where the dregs of 
conflicts, centuries old, still inevitably remain. . 

In South America our only memories of military glory are those bound up with the fight 
for liberty and independence. Such memories are not, so to speak, confined within frontiers; 
they are common to all countries of that continent. 

It is true that, once the struggle for independence was over, conflicts certainly arose 
between one or other country, but these were, if I may use the expression, family quarrels, 
about a t:ommon inheritance in which the share due to each was not always easy to determine. 
- Above or beneath these controversies there was a common origin, a common language, 

a common faith and traditions, an identical political ideal, parallel institutions and the same 
point of view regarding the past and the future. 

Thank God there are none of those rivers or mountains in our continent, to which M. 
Paul-Boncour alluded, which have served for centuries as chasms or barriers between fiercely 
opposed civilisations, interests and possessions. 

You will therefore understand that the·notion of security, in the sense in which many of 
you mean it-a notion that security should be more or less measurable, to use the phrase of 
M. Sokal-has no echo in our continent, and cannot be adapted either to our state of mind or 
to the characteristics of our international position. 

For us, arbitration, which we consider to be an essentially American principle, is a sufficient 
guarantee of security. 
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· . f th su ort given by Latin America to 
There is no need f?r me to. re~m~ you here 0 r~fer~~ the art played by arbitration 

propos~ls for t?e adopt.ton of thts pnnctple, no: ¥eedu{d oint out nferely, without providing a 
in the u~;ternattonal pohcy of my own coul!try. h'Y~ webave had with our neighbours has been 
superflmty of examples, that every grave dtspute w tc t ality· It was as the result of 
solved by arbitration. Arbitration for ~s has been a ~ncre ~ ~~retches of territory. Such a 
an adverse arbitral award that Argentme ~ad to ce e vas h for it meant the triumph of 
defeat loyally accepted was not regarded m our eyes as sue ' 
right over violence and over war: . k h t try will view with sympathy 

Now that I have made. thts clear, I thm t a my c~un · h tt r her co-
anything which tends to strengthen and generalise arbttratton, and m t at rna e 
operation is already secured. . f h 1 · f agree-

On the other hand, it would be very difficult for us to conce~ve o t e cone ~swn ° . t 
rnents similar to the Locarno Agreements, involving mutual asststance or sanct~?ns ~gatl!;h: 
third arty. Such agreements, far from serving the cau~e. of pe~ce on our con men .' rnt a d 
on thfcontrary, transplant these feelings of fear and susptc!On whtch have so far rernamed n 
which must continue to remain unknown to us. . C t I · 

There is a third point upon which I must speak, the ar~tcles of the 0:V~man · am 
inclined to think that it Would be dangerous to define the.se With greater preClhO!l 0f t~ ~~d 
rules of procedure to them. Their future effic~cy depends II! great rneasure.o_n t err e as ICI Y· 
It is not by dotting the i's and crossing the t s that you wtll add any addtbonal f?rce to the 
Covenar)t. If, when it is put to the proof, the: Covenant of the Leagl!e of. ~abons shows 
itself to be of any value, it will not be because of tts letter but because of tts spmt. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I desire first of all to express mr thanks for the 
kind words used by several of our colleagues regarding the memoranda s~brnttted to them. 

After all the speeches to which we have listened, it is useless, I thmk, to lay before :you 
to-day the views of the Dutch Government on all the questions which we have to exarnme, 
and I will therefore confine myself to observations of a g~neral n~ture. . . 

The Dutch Government is of opinion that the expenence wht~h the League has gamed m 
trying to draw up a complete plan of security should not be lost stght of. _If .such an attempt 
were renewed at this junctm;e, to do so would be to show da1_1gero~s optirntsrn and to court 
fresh disillusion. Though, however, a general plan of such rnagmtude rs not to be recommended 
to-day, does this mean that no collective plan has any chance of success ? ~hould agre~rnents 
less complete, less vast, and dealing with more limited matters be also consrdered outside the 
realms of possibility ? Should the League leave it to the States alone concerned to strengthen 
the security which they already possess thanks to its Covenant ? The Dutch. Goverl!rnent 
cannot help thinking that it is possible to obtain a certain result through the dtrect actwn of 
the League. Obviously, such results would fall short of the hopes which have on so many 
occasions been expressed at Geneva by the representatives of the various States. There 
is a proverb which says that Rome was not built in a day. There is no need, however, to 
quote a proverb to realise that, as far as security is concerned, no possible chance of progress 
should be neglected. · 

I mention the _direct action of the League of Nations, which I contrast with the drafting 
by the organisations of the League of model types of treaty which possess no force in them
selves and which must await the moment when a group of States, after direct negotiation, 
adopts them and puts them into force. This direct action of the League of Nations might be 
carried out by means of general agreements of which the object would be to bind all States and 
which would require the ratification of all Members of the League before they carne into force, 
or, if they took the form of amendments to the Covenant, all the ratifications required by the 
text of the Covenant. But the direct action of the League of Nations might also create other 
agreements of a collective nature which will only be binding on States which have signed and 
ratified them, but which will remain open to the adhesion of all States or all Members of the 
League of Nations in the form of conventions adopted by the Assembly, and of which the 
protocol of signature is open at Geneva. · 

The memorandum of M. Holsti deafs exhaustively with such collective agreements on 
arbitration and conciliation, and our Committee will have occasion to return to this point. 

In the memorandum of M. Politis, mention is also made of regional agreements on security 
opel! to other States than those which originally signed them. Here, too, can be perceived 
the Idea of developing regional agreements in the direction of collective conventions. Though 
this develo.pment is only provided for in a limited degree-and this limitati9n was certainly 
not the destre of the Rapporteur-this is to be explained by the fact that if there is any question 
~h!ch experience shows does.not lend itself easily to settlement by mea~s of general agreement, 
It IS undoubtedly th~ question of mutual assistance, which occupies a large place in regional 
agreements on secunty. · • 

T~e differ~nce between the _establishment by the League of Nations, oil the one hand, of 
colle~ttve treaties and model bilateral or multilatet:a.l treaties, on the other, is in my view 
constderabl~, I cannot share the doubts o~certain of mycolleaguesregarding the importance of these 
model treaties, although they are nqthmg more than models. No State can sign them unless 
th~y have been previously adop~ed by two ~tates or ~¥ a group of States. By following 
thts proced1_1re, the League of Nations confines rtself to gtvmg States good advice. In drawing 
up .a ~ollecbve tre~ty, however, the League does not rest content with a sample recipe for peace. 
It IS ttself prepan1_1g the· banquet and laying th~ table when it says to. States, "From to-day 
onwards you can stgn the protocol at Geneva whtch has been opened under the auspices of the 
League". 
. I wish to draw your attention to another characteristic of this collective treaty which 
IS that, in establishing it and in opening it for the signature of States, the League can eff~ctively 
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ensure that it is co-ordinated with the Covenant. It can supervise its terms so that they shall 
be contrary neither to the letter nor to the spirit of the Covenant. 

We must now discover whether there are any; questions which lend .themselves to settlement 
by means of collective treaties open for signature. The reply, I think, can be in the affirmative. 
We have, indeed, before us the example of the Optional Clause to Article 36 oJ. the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice. In this case there is no collective treaty to 
be drawn up. It already exists, and this clause has been signed by a considerable number of 
States. We are aware that several other Governments are still hesitating or have refused to 
adhere to this clause. I like to think that time is on our side and that the Statute and the 
legal practice of the Permanent Court will remove such fears and will show that the Court has 
no intention of constituting itself an international legislature. · 

Arbitration and conciliation constitute a second example of a question which can be 
settled by collective agreement. We have before us a Swedish draft which contains nothing 
of a regibnal or. special nature and which, because of this feature, will certainly prove of a kind 
to be adopted by the League of Nations, which might invite States to sign a convention drawn 
up in Geneva. It was with the greatest satisfaction that I heard several of our colleagues 
urge the usefulness of studying the possibility of drawing up a collective agreement on the 
lines proposed in the Swedish draft. The speech of the Swedish representative has shown 
how many ways there are of realising such an agreement. We shall have an opportunity of 
examining, later on, the interesting suggestions which our colleague has submitted to us. 

There are two other matters which have already been referred to by members of our 
Committee and which could be settled by a collective convention. There is, first, the plan 
of financial assistance, which, thanks to the initiative of the Finnish Government, has already 
attracted the special attention of various organisations of the League. There is, next, the 
idea put forward by the representative of Germany that the Council should be entrusted with 
the power to make recommendations which the parties would be compelled to respect, with 
a view to maintaining the military status qtto in times of crises, and even to decreeing an 
armistice, of which the terms should be equal for both parties, in cases where hostilities have 
already broken out. 

For the moment I do not intend to speak in detail on these two proposals. I will rest 
content with repeating once more that the League of Nations is not compelled to limit itself 
to giving good advice to its Members, but that it can draw up the text of a convention and 
open a protocol for signature. at Geneva. 

On a subsequent occasion we shall have an opportunity of discussing the alternative 
texts in which the suggested agreements can be drafted. More especially we shall be able to 
decide whether the entry into force of the obligations which States will assume should not 
depend on the adhesion of a sufficiently large number of Governments. During the eighth 
ordinary session of the Assembly the representatives of more than one Government pointed 
out that their provisional adhesion to the Finnish proposal depended on this condition. 

As to the power of the Council to take measures to maintain the status quo and to decree 
an armistice, it can be assumed that States which are perhaps not generally in favour of 
considerably adding to the powers of the Council would nevertheless be ready to give such powers 
to it provided that the increase of the Council's power increased at the same time and to a 
definite degree the feeling of general security. This means that they would grant these 
powers provided a sufficient number of States signed the convention. 

- I have made these few observations in order to emphasise the importance of settling as 
far as possible those questions which can be dealt with by means of a collective agreement. 

M. VALDES-MANDEVILLE (Chile). - To reply to the desire expressed by our Chairman, 
I wish to lay before you the point of view of my own Government on the questions which form 
the subject of the remarkable memoranda of the Rapporteurs. To do so will not prevent me 
from trying, when the detailed discussion starts, to make a concrete contribution to the study 
and presentation of these problems as a whole, for, as I said during the previous session of 
our Committee, we strongly desire to co-operate. I hope also that, in view of our impartiality, 
our help may be of an effective kind. · 

In the first place, as far as arbitration is concerned, it is not necessary to recall at this 
juncture the numerous and tangible proofs given by Chile of her adhesion to this method of 
preserving peace and peacefully settling conflicts. My Government does not think, however, 
that the moment has come to contemplate putting on foot the programme which M. Holsti has 
described as "more ambitious", and which comprises the negotiation of a general treaty to 
be open to the signature of all States. For such a treaty it would be necessary to introduce 
limiting provisions and reservations of too grave a character to make it a really effective 
instrument. In our view, arbitration treaties must be concluded and account taken of the 
special situation of the States negotiating them and the nature of their relations. ·In this I 
agree with the wise counsels of the British representative. 

I am certainly not opposed to the drafting of one or more treaties of arbitration to be 
recommended to the attention of Governments as one of the means of making it easier to 
employ bilateral treaties of arbitration. · 

On the other hand, I think we should contemplate, as M. Holsti suggests, the possibility 
of a general draft treaty of conciliation to be proposed to all States. The treaty concluded 
at the Fifth International American Conference, although not a treaty of conciliation in the 
proper sense of the word, for it is more allied to the system of committees of enquiry proposed 
by the Hague Conference, constitutes an example of a multilateral treaty for peaceful settlement 
of disputes of which the mechanism, in several respects, I think deserves our attention. It 
contains two provisions which correspond exactly to the desires of the German delegate, who 
asked that a procedure of injunction in a civil case should be instituted. Not only is it 
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· b · mobilisation or undertake any preparatory important for the parties to undertake not to .egm t b t also the Committee must have 
hostile act until the Committee has p~oduced tts repor ' u uo durin the rocedure 
the right to fix the position of the parties and.to sdfeguard tt~e sta:~i6. 1927. f). Tlis treaty, 
in course (see page I58 ofGthedStuTdy of Tre~~~~s, a~~~~~~ttel3by the Chilean delegate to the 
commonly known as the on ra ~ea y, w tc. V: R d t' f Armaments whose 
consideration of the Tem~orary Mtxed Commlltssibon for i~:ed ~yu~e~oA~erican States,' among 
successor we are to a certam extent, has actua y een ra I . 

them Chile. · · 1 t r ·f the 
M Government has not stopped there and, though other multilatera re!ltes or 

s ecifi~ settlement of disputes have not yet been established! ·~h~e has co~cl~~ed With European 
S~ates several treaties on compulsory arbitration or conciliation and JUdicia! settlementd .I 
would parti<;ularly re.fer to the Treaty with Spain, which ~as a very ~~t~n~ve ~cope fn ;s 
virtually subject to no reservations, and to the Treaty wtth Italy, w Ic as . een a r~a Y 
ratified and registered and which goes so far as to confer on the Permanent <:;ourt of International 
Justice the power to decide ex cequo et bono. . .. 

I come now to consider a few points of the very important memorandum of M. Politis 
on security questions. Here I am happy to note that the middle wa~ of safety_ has been chosen, . 
to use the happy expression of M. Paul-Boncour, so far as the conclusio~ of regtonal ag_re~me!lts 
is concerned. Our delegation, while strongly convinced that a reductiOn or even a limitation 
of armaments is not po,ssible without security being simul_tane~msly a~sured, has ~ot ceased to 
desire a system of regional agreements owing to the dtverstty of Ideas ~nd ctrcl!mstances 
attaching to this problem in the various parts of !he worl?, and more part~cularly I~ ~urope · 
and Latin America. Treaties which in Europe mtght be Ideal would not, m our opmton, be 
necessary in South America. Other methods have. had to. ?e sought. ~r s~ould b~ sou&ht 
both for psychological reasons and owing to the special conditions prevatl.mg m .certam Latm
American States, as a result of the absence or the weakening of their relations with the League 
of Nations. 

As M. Cantilo has so well shown, with an eloquence of which I am incap_abl~, the idea of 
a security which can be measured and the. methods of putting such a_conceptwn mto effect to 
which M. Sokal referred yesterday, and whtch seemed to us so appropnate for European ~tates, 
do not present themselves in South America in a similar fas~ion. . It is necessar_y to realise,. as 
M. Paul-Boncour so justly observed, that we are only dealmg with the question o~ secur~ty 
in order to make it possi~le to fix the level of ar~aments, and th8;t our regional secunty which 
it is necessary to consolidate cannot have as Its counterbalancmg factor a reduction but 
only a limitation of armaments. 

I think, in any case, that there is in the suggestion of M. Politis a number of points which 
may perfectly well be applied to all situations, including that which I have described, and I 
will return to these points during the discussion on details. I would, however, emphasise 
immediately the importance which I attach to the following suggestion : " To incorporate 
in the regional pact the principle that respect for the rights established by treaty or resulting 
from the Law of Nations is obligatory for international tribunals and that the rights of a 
State cannot be modified save with its consent ". As a commentary on this suggestion, which 
I entirely endorse, I cannot do better than repeat the \Vords of M. Politis: "This would emphasise 
the spirit of legality which the parties would promise to observe in their reciprocal relations, 
avoiding all moral or political subterfuge or pressure". 

Finally, in order not to abl!se your patience, I will say only two words on the remarkable 
report of M. Rutgers. During the discussion of the memoranda in detail, certain problems. 
may perhaps be examined which arise from the study and general practical application of 
Articles II and r6 in their relation to other provisions of the Covenant. 

I fully approve of what I might call the cardinal point of this report, namely, the assertion 
that it is no~ d~sirable to establish a rigid and complete code of procedure to be followed by 
the League m times of crisis. In any case, though-! recognise that it is not possible to set 
aside the doctrine of rgzr on Article r6, I am convinced that the efforts of the Committee 
must be chiefly directed to ~he prevent~on of war, since, as M. Rutgers so well says, preparation 
to e~ecute Article r6 is the preparation of an action which one hopes may never have to be 
earned out. · 

I would conclude by paying a tribute to the Chairman and the Rapporteurs for their 
work. The value of these documents shows, as M. Sokal said, that. the Security Committee 
had something to do in this field. From the point of view of the universal interest of mankind 
I cordially hope that the Committee may do a great deal. ' 

. M. VON SIMSON (Ger~any). -I would like to say a fe~v words concerning the suggestions 
whtc~ I ventured !o submtt on the first day of the sessiOn. These suggestions have been 
considered to be of mterest by several of my colleagues and the observations made to-day by the 
dele{?ates of ~weden and the Netherlands and the representative of Chile seem to me to be 
particularly Important. M. Paul-Boncour, alluding to my suggestions, observed that such 
measures had ~ready been the_ subject of discussion in the Committee of the Council and 
~hat the Commtttee of the Council had formulated certain conclusions which had been embodied 
m a report approved by the Council and by the Assembly. 

I would point out, i~ answer to these observations,.as the delegate for Sweden has alread 
done, that these suggestions, nevertheless, contain new elements They impos bli t' y 
upon the States to accept the recommendations of the Council ~nd to carry the an. 0 t g~ IO~ 
whereas the report of the Committee of the Council did not provide for any such le~Z::l ~b~g~t~cn: 
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In order to give a more definite form to my proposals, I have ventured, as M. Unden 
suggested, to put them in writing, and, with the permission of the Chairman, I will read them 
to you. They are as follows : 

"With a view to preventing war, the Committee on Arbitration and Security might 
examine the followi11g possibilities : 

"I. 

"In case of a dispute being submitted to the Council, the States might undertake in advance 
to accept and. execute pro~isional rec~mmendati~ns of ~he Council for the pu:pose of preventing 
any aggravahon or extensiOn of the dispute and 1mpedmg any measures which might be taken 
by the parties and which might have an unfavourable effect on the execution of the settlement 
to be proposed by the Council. 

"II. 

" In case of a threat of war, the States might undertake in advance to accept and to execute 
the recommendations of the Council to the effect of maintaining or re-establishing the military 
status quo normally existing in time of peace. 

" III. 
"In the case of hostilities of any kipd having broken out without, in the Council's opinion, 

all possibilities of a pacific settlement having been exhausted, the States might undertake in 
advance to accept, on the Council's proposal, an armistice on land and sea and in the air, 
including especially the obligation; for the two parties in dispute, to withdraw any forces 
which might have penetrated into foreign territory and to respect the ~overeignty of the other 
State. 

"IV. 

•' The question should be considereq whether the above obligations should be undertaken 
only in case of a unanimous vote of the Council (the votes of the parties in dispute not being 
counted), or whether a majority, simple or qualified, should suffice in the matter. Further
more, it should be considered in what form the obligations would have to be drawn up in 
order to bring them into conformity with the Covenant. 

"V. 

"These obligations might constitute the subject of an agreement or of a protocol which 
would be open for signature by all States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations, 
and which might come into force separately for the several continents in a way similar to that 
provided for in the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923." 

I venture to hand the text of these suggestions to the Chairman, asking him-to submit it 
for discussion by the Committee at an appropriate moment. · 

M. Sokal in his speech said he believed that the thesis. according to which disarmament 
pure and simple might be effected without any counterbalancing security had been abandoned. 
Although the question raised by M .. Sokal does not, in my opinion, come within the competence 
of our Committee properly speaking, I feel bound, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, 
to repeat that the German Government maintains the thesis endorsed by the Assembly in 
1926 and 1927 when it said that, having regard to the present conditions of regional and general 
security, a first conference on general disarmament ought to be convened. 

In this connection, I would, like to refer to certain remarks made by Lord Cushendun in 
his first speech. Lord Cushendun said that it was impossible to decide whether disarmament 
depended on security or security on disarmament. It seems to me that his observation was 
particularly opportune. The delegates of Poland and France congratulated Lord Cushendun 
on the first part of his sentence, but I would venture to thank him for the second part. 

Moreover, I would associate myself with the proposals made by M. Unden, with the same 
ideas in mind, in regard to paragraph 56 of the report of M. Politis, to the effect that the text 
of that passage should be amended. . 

I was struck by an expression in the very interesting speech of M. Paul-Boncour. If I 
rightly understood him, he said that it would not be sufficient if an increase of security took 
place, but it was necessary that this security should be measurable. Personally, I do not 
think it will always be very easy to give numerical form to the increase of security effected. 
Inanycase,itwill not be possible to do so in a way which would enable the figures to be embodied 
in a balance-sheet, to use the witty metaphor of M. Paul-Boncour. The important thing 
in my mind is the political value entailed by the increase of security. I am a little afraid of 
the reserve which M. Paul-Boncour seemed to make, and which appears to me to ·be too 
restrictive. I shall perhaps have an opportunity of returning to this point in the discussion 
on the memoranda. · 

In conclusion, I ask you to permit me to add a few words on the question of regional 
treaties. I have already explained the point of view of my Government in this matter. Several 
times during our discussions the opinion has been expressed, particularly in reference to this 
matter, that positive progress might be accomplished, and the possibility has been discussed 
of agreeing upon the establishment of a few model treaties. I am, as I have already said, 
prepared to collaborate so far as I can in this difficult but important task. M. Paul-Boncour 
has said that we are engaged upon an essential technical piece of work. I am far from denying 
that, up to a certain point, the French delegate is perfectly right. Nevertheless, we must not 
lose sight of the fact.that the establishment and the recommendation of such treaties has also 
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. A h oints to which such treaties give rise 

: ~~~~~e~!nfu~~t!~ald::~e~;~cial ~t~~~t~o: t~ufu:r~~~itlc~! aspects ;~~~:~~e~~i=~~fe~~~\:e~ 
t k up the question of the effects which the new trea Ies may 3: h" h h b 
c~a~acter which already exist between Members of the League o~ Nations, an_d w IC ave een 
the subject of certain criticisms and several memorandads~bmi~tedt by vat:C~h:~~~~~;~ts~ 

In view of the political importance of our wor~. an . m _or er . 0 . ena . e . 1 b 
States Members of the League to be taken into consideratiOn m our discussions, It seems t~ ~ 
necessary to inform the G~vernment~ of t~e results of. our work and not to take any . na 
decisions until we have considered therr possible observations. 

· M. MoRFOFF (Bulgaria). _ The Bulgarian Government is ready_to suppo~t any measures 
which will tend to increase the security of States against a~gressiOn, provided that ~he~e 
measures do not involve a delay in establishing the most effective s<~;feguard of peac7, ~h1ch 1s 
the general reduction of armaments, and provided the_y do not m any way preJudice the 
provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations, wh1ch have already proved themselves 
effective so far as our country is concerned. 

7. Procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We have finished the first phase of our work, and we are n?w pa~s~ng 
to the second phase, which will, I th~nk, be the principal.one, since it should result m pos1tive 
proposals. It is therefore extremely 1mportant to dete~mme _our pr?cedu~e. 

I am going to submit a proposal which I h;;tve no mte.ntion of 1mposmg on my colleagues, 
who are entirely free to accept or reject my suggestions. In order to ad_opt a useful proc~dur~, 
we must first of all remember the object of our work. The result wh1_ch we are. t? achieve IS 
the elaboration of a special report of this Committee. That report, m my _opm1on, should 
contain all the declarations and reservations made at this session. It would mclude also the 
concrete results to which I have referred-in other words, the proposals which we frame in· 
the form of arbitration or conciliation agreements, model security treaties, resolutions concern
ing financial assistance to States, and recommendations relating to the communications of 
the League of Nations in times of crisis, etc. These concrete proposals, which will constitute 

. a definite achievement, will be certainly submitted subsequently to the various States according 
to the customary procedure. Our Committee is closely connected with the Preparatory 
Commission. It will therefore make a report to fuat Commission, and that report will be 
submitted to the Council, which will, if necessary, send the results of its work to the Governments, 
in order that they may intimate their views on the subject, and in order that the Assembly 
may express its opinion. I do not, however, wish at this stage to open a discussion on the 
procedure to be followed when the report is drawn up. Such a discussion should come at the 
end of our deliberations. I will now limit myself to the procedure for the establishment of 
the report. 

Starting from to-morrow, we shall review the memoranda submitted to. us, without, 
however, discussing them word by word. I would remind you that the memoranda submitted 
to you are documents which are in a sense personal, and which serve as a basis for the work of 
the Committee, but thatthe result ofthat work will be a final report which should be unanimously 
adopted. We will accordingly review the Introduction and the three memoranda. The 
delegates, as they have already stated in the general discussion, will then draw attention 
~o ~he variou~ points _of detail which _call for consid~ration, will su~mit. new suggestions, and 
md1cate the views Which they would like to see defimtely expressed m the report. · ' 

If the Committee so desires, the Bureau might, as the discussion proceeds, take into 
consideratio~ all that is said in the Committee, either as regards the recommendations and the 
dr.aft resolutions already presented, or as regards the texts of model treaties. The Bureau 
mrght thus prepare some material to be passed to a Drafting Committee, which will examine 
the texts of the model treaties and of the recommendations or resolutions submitted to the 
Committee in plenary meeting. . . 

If my pr?posal is adopted, I would suggest that to-morrow afternoon we should examine 
the Introd~~:ction and the Memorandum on Arbitration. We should then have suggestions 
on _the S';JbJect of arbi~ration or the _Intrciduct~on for submission·to the Drafting Committee, 
wh1c_h might then _beg~n work on Fnday mornmg. On Friday afternoon the Committee will 
contim;e the exammation of the memoranda, and the results will be submitted to the Drafting 
Committee on Saturday morning, and so it will continue. 

_M. PAUL-BoNcOUR (France). - I would ask whether it is the intention of the Chairman 
to discuss the whole text of the memoranda or only the conclusions . 

. T~e CHAIRMAN .. - I did not intend that the.texts should be read paragraph by para ra h 
O_J>Jecti_ons, rese:vations and new. suggestions h~ve been in effect indicated during the g~nfrai 
disc_ussion. It. IS, _howeyer, pos~1ble that certam delegates will wish to raise other questions 
~urmgthespecialdiscussiOn. It IS for that reason that! thought it well toreviewthememo d 
m order to e_nable those who so desire to bring forward their special suggestions Do r~~ a, 
!he concl~siOr:ts of the mem.oranda must be regarded as the essential art of th u e~s 
IS by cons1d7nng the c<;mcl';Jsions that it will be easiest to formulate any ffossible ob~mt. and It 
~ew suggestions. I thmk 1t would be superfluous to read the text of th lJC {-ons or 
!me, as there is no question of amending these documents with a vi w t ~h~m~ran . a me by · 
Committee is to frame a special report in which the point of v· w e d th eir a optwn. The 
Government will be clearly embodied. Ie an e reservations of each 

The procedure proposed by the Chairm~n was adopted. 
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8. Appointment of the Drafting Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Drafting Com~ttee should not, in my opinion, comprise more than 
twelve members. . I have consulted a certain number of my colleagueS in order that the various 
tendencies which have appeared in the Committee may be represented. I propose that the 
Co~mittee shoul~ be c~nstituted as follows : the Bureau ol the Committee, namely, the 
Chairman, the VIce-Chairman, and the three Rapporteurs, together with a representative 
of Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and Poland . 

. Moreover, owing to the absence of the Vice-Chairman, who represents a South American 
State, I propose to complete the composition of the Committee by the appointment of the 
delegate for the Arg~ntine. 

The proposal was adopted. 

9." Procedure. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I invite the delegates who .wish to formulate observations on the 
Introductory Note or on the Memorandum on Arbitration to forward to me their proposals in 
writing-if possible, before the afternoon meeting, in order that the Bureau may ex~mine 
them. 

The morning will be reserved for the work of the Drafting Committee, and the afternoon 
for the plenary meeting of the Committee. · 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - In order to avoid any misunderstanding, I wish 
to ask a question. The delegate of Germany has submitted proposals, and a copy of them 
has been circulated. I would ask at what stage of our proceedings these particular proposals 
will be brought before the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The representative of Germany, when he submitted his proposal, 
asked me to bring them up for discussion at the appropriate moment. I think that this 
discussion might take place during the examination of the Memorandum on Security of M. 
Politis, as there is a certain connection between the German proposals and that memorandum. 

One of the tasks of the Bureau will be to decide at what stage of the proceedings any 
particular question would be examined. 

The meeting rose at 6.10 p.m. · 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, February 23rd, 1928, at 3 p.m. 

Chairman : M. BENES ; later, M. UNDEN (Vice-Chairman). 

10. Discussion of the Introduction. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We have received from certain delegations notes on the Introduction 
and on the Memorandum on Arbitration. These notes have been forwarded by the 
Roumanian delegation (Annex 2}, the Polish delegation (Annex 3), and the French delegation 
(Annex 4). The Serb-Croat-Slovene and British delegations have prepared notes which will 
be communicated to us later. . 

I propose to refer at once to the Drafting Committee the portions of the various notes 
submitted by the delegations relating to the Introduction. When we have received the 
British and Serb-Croat-Slovene notes, we shall examine them and apply to them the same 
procedure. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - Mr. Chairman,-As you have just announced, I 
should like to submit to the Committee a short text and to invite its adherence to it for the 
following reason. The Committee will remember that, when we were engaged on the general 
discussion, I ventured to call attention in the Introductory Note to certain statements made 
by you which I thought of very great value. As long as they remain merely in the Introductory 
Note they will, technically speaking, remain merely the expression of your personal point of 
view, and, although that personal view very naturally carries the utmost weight, I think that 
it would be to the advantage of our future work if the principal declarations contained in 
that Introductory Note were formally endorsed in the form of a resolution passed by this 
Committee, and it is for that purpose that I have put on paper what appear to me to be the 
most valuable statements contained in it. I have not the least wish, of course, to interfere 
in any way with the declarations that other delegations have prepared; in fact, I did not 
know that any such declarations were in contemplation. If I had known, I might perhaps 
have merely put in a declaration in the same way. 

I am not certain that the procedure I am asking you to adopt is the best. I do not \\ish 
in any way to interfere with the full discretion ?£the Com_mittee or_ to obtain ~y sort of ad\"an
tage over any of my colleagues. All I am anxious to do 1s to obtam the sanction and approval 
of the Committee as a whole for the valuable principles contained in your Introductory ~ote. 
and if I am able to do that, I am quite willing to submit myself entirely to your guidance or 
to the views of my colleagues in the Committee. I have the declaration here, and perhaps, 
Mr. Chairman, I may hand it up to you and leave you to decide in what form I had better 
bring it formally before the Committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN.-! will read the text submitted by the British delegation: 

" The Committee on Arbitration and Security : 
d on Arbitration, Security 

" After studying the Introducti~m· to the Me~oran a 
and the Articles of the Covenant submttted by the Charrman, 

" Declares its concurrence in the views therein enunciated that : • 
· h' h ds to be " (r) The Covenant itself creates a measure of secunty w lC • nee li d . 

appreciated at its full value and that its articles are capab~e of bemg app e m 
such a way that in the majority of cases they can prevent war • 

" (z) The common will for peace of the States Members of the Council can be 
exercised effectively within the framework of the Covenant ; all the more so becaus~ 
that instrument does. not provide any rigid code of procedure. for the settlement ? 
international crises and that it is, therefore, i~ex~edtent ~o attempt ~o draw up m 
advance a complete list of measures for preservmg mternational peace , 

" (3) Those nations which consider that the general measure of security afforded 
by the Covenant is inadequate for their needs m_ust at the present mol?ent regard the 
conclusion of security pacts with other States m the sam~. geographtcal area as the 
only practical or possible form of supplementary guarantee. 

We have to decide first whether the Committee feels it desirable to make a declaration 
of this character. The text of the declaration would have to be established in such a way as 
would enable it to be adopted unanimously, taking into account the views of all ~he delega~tons, 
and it should therefore be previously submitted, in my opinion, to the Draftmg Commtttee. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - We have three drafts 
submitted by the French, Roumanian and Polish delegations. I have mys~lf prepared a 
text which I desire to submit to the Drafting Committee in the form of a suggestion (Annex 5). 
We now have before us a draft resolution submitted by the British delegation. The question 
a.rises whether we are ready to discuss the very important points embodied in thes~ five 
proposals without having had time to study them. Personally, I am not yet ready to discuss 
them. Meanwhile, I would venture to read the draft suggestion which I intend to submit to 
the Drafting Committee and which differs appreciably, I regret to say, from the draft resolution 
submitted by the representative of the British Empire. I have thus an additional reason for 
asking the Committee to adjourn the decision to be taken on the British proposal. 

For the moment, I will confine myself to reading my suggestions on the Introduction : 

" The object of the Covenant is to create security, but the exact meaning of security has 
to be defined. The provisions of the Covenant may then in certain cases prevent war. There 
have, indeed, been instances in the last few years in which the Council has been able to forestall 
a conflict. In theory, therefore, the members of the Council possess, under the Covenant, 
a fairly wide possibility of maintaining international peace. In the domain of practical politics, 
the system laid down in the Covenant has not yet gained, in its actual working, the importance 
and character of quasi-automatic international machinery guaranteeing within the framework 
of the Covenant the effects which the Covenant was intended to produce. The-system of security, 
as cont~ined in the Covenant, must be applied and studied for some time yet before any final 
concluswns can be drawn. Its value will have to be proved in cases of serious crises, in which 
the interests of grea~ Powers ar.e. involv~d, in order that the pe_ople~ of the world may feel an 
absolute confidence m the unfa~lmg action of the Covenant. Ttme 1s necessary for this. 

" '!-'he Serb-Croat-~lovene Delegation feels t~at an effort shou~d be made to strengthen the 
authonty of the Council of the League, so that It may take certain and effective action in all 
the cases, without any exception, covered by the Covenant. 
. "_Not until public opinion in all countries Members of the League has accepted in all 

smcenty and con~dence the r6le of the Council as final arbiter of peace or war, shall we be able 
to s~ea~ o~ secunty guaranteed by the Covenant, with all its logical consequences as regards 
the limitation an~ reduction of armaments. This is not the case at the present time in most 
European countnes." 

M. SoKAL (P?land). - The. Polish delegation, in the note which I had the honour to 
presen~, has explamed a~ fo~ows what I have alreadyhad occasion to put before my colleagues 
regardmg the Introduction m my speech during the general discussion : 

f . t~·. r. th T~e Polish _delegation feels justified in accepting as a whole the principles set. 
~r m e ntro~ucbon, and proposes no amendments. In order ·however to mak "t 
VI~~s ~n these _prmcipl~s cle~r, it desires to offer certain observ;tions whlch it th ~ ~ s 
mig.~ e taken mto.considerabon when the Committee's final report comes to be drawni~p~ 

affords\heT~:at~~lM~~~~=r~~=~~i~e~~sese:hat the _Cov~nant of the League in itself 
the Covenant have formally undertakef to ~f ~ecunty, _masmuch as the. signatories of 
more particularly by the following clause in Arti~l~~~r~te 10 the preservation of peace, 
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"•Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any of the Membels'll: 
of the League or not, is hereby declared a matter of concern to the whole League, 
and the League shall take arty action that may be deemed wise and effectual to 
safeguard the peace of nations.' 

" Since, however, in the present state of international relations, such action cannot 
be specified or laid down in advance for all possible contingencies, the Polish Government 
shares the view, put forward in paragraph 12 of the Introduction, that, in order to increase 
the degree of security and render it measurable,. the obligations contained in the Covenant 
must be supplemented by additional regional undertakings. 

" 3· The Polish Government is quite able to agree that, ' although paragraph 7 
of Article IS contains a gap from a legal point of view, nevertheless, from the political 
standpoint, there is a latent influence for peace in this freedom of action which it thus 
threatens to restore to the Members of the League in circumstances on which the public 
opinion of the whole world would be in a position to pass judgmen_t '. The Polish Govern
ment considers, however, that this observation holds good only provided that the powers 
with which the Council is invested for the maintenance of peace are adequate, and that 
the action of the Council to prevent conflict and to mediate is backed, if necessary, by 
sanctions. · 

" 4· While accepting the idea that the undertakings given by the various States 
in virtue of Article 16 can be amplified if the Members of the League are honestly desirous 
of co-operating for the establishment of international peace, the Polish Government 
reserves the right to state more fully, when the Memorandum on ·security comes to be 
discussed, its views regarding the part to be played by the League in the organisation 
of regional security by supplementary treaties of guarantee and assistance between groups 
of countries. 

" 5. The Polish Government desires to emphasise specially the importance it 
attaches to the ideas developed in paragraphs II and 12 of the Introduction." 

I have not repeated paragraphs II and X2 of the Introduction, but they are closely 
connected with paragraph 5, about which the representative of the British Empin'! has 
made a declaration. I think that this declaration certainly requires detailed examination, 
but I desire immediately to express my complete agreement with the passage in it concerning 
regional agreements. _ 

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania).- In the short observations which I made on the Introduction, 
I tried first to emphasise the fact that the Roumanian delegation adhered to the very just 
and judicious observations contained in that note. 

I desired rather in a concise way to refer to the defects in co-ordination, if I may use this 
expression, between the tenor of this note and certain passages in the memorancj.a. The 
present discussion shows, I think, that we are anticipating our discussion on the great question 
of security. I expressly refrained from speaking on this great question in my observations, 
either in order to wait for the examination of the memoranda concerning the articles of the 
Covenant which deal with the amount of security which the Covenant can offer, or until the 
examination of the memorandum concerning security itself. It was for this reason that I 
said that the Roumanian delegation agreed with the principle contained in paragraph 5, to 
the effect that the Covenant has established a certain degree of security, the full extent of 
which should be recognised. In appreciating this question, however, the Roumanian delegation 
cannot refuse -to adhere to the statement contained in paragraph 53 of the memorandum of 
M. Politis. Further, when the orgarusation of security is discussed, the Roumanian delegation 
will pronounce in favour of more definite guarantees as far as their principle is concerned and 
less hazardous in their application than those offered by the Covenant. 

In my view, the discussions on the suggestions presented by the British delegate, as well 
as those of the delegates of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and of Poland, 
might be a?-journed until we discuss ~he final report to be presen~ed to the ~reparato~y Commis
sion on Disarmament, or they might be sent to the Draftmg Committee, which should 
endeavour to retain what it regards as useful in these proposals with a· view to submitting 
them for discussion at a plenary meeting of the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think that the Committee will agree to adopt the procedure suggested 
by M. Antoniade. 

Obviously, the questions raised are of great importance and they may give rise, as M. 
Markovitch has pointed out, to very long discussion. During the general discussion, however, 
almost everything has already been said on this point. Members have had sufficient opportunity 
to express their views, and, this being so, I consider that the suggestion of the representative 
of Roumania is the best. We have before us the proposal of the British delegation and 
that of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, as well as the observations of the delegates of 
Poland and Roumania. These represent two currents of opinion concerning the question 
covered by the Introduction. I propose, therefore, that the Drafting Committee should start 
to-morrow by discussing these proposals with· the object of seeking a formula which may 
meet with the approval of the Committee. 

This proposal was adopted. 
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. tl d conciliation : Chapter I. 
11. Discussion of the Memorandum on Arb•tra on an 

11 d · egard to this question will be, I 
The CHAIRMAN. - The procedure to be fo. dowe h ~n ~ uld be the result which we wish 

think, a little more difficult. We must first .deci. e w a so~ciliation is concerned. 
to achieve as far as the Memorandum on Arb1trati~ and.~ takes theviewthatitis necessary 

From the general discussion it appears that the . om?l1 ee d iliation A model treaty 
to be prepared to propose _model treaties of _arbitratiO~. an ~oth~k that, as a whole, this 
of this kind has be~n submitted by the Swedish de~1at 100i· of conciliation are concerned, 
proposal has met wrth general assent: As _far as mo e rea res u will be in a position 
the Secretariat has already been dealing wrth t~e matter !lnd th~ur~~afting Committee will 
to submit models of such treaties to the Draftmg Commrttee. al e d ill be able to begin 
thus forthwith have before it immediately the necessary propos s an w 
its work to-morrow. . . h k 't 'ble for the 

The discussion on the Memorandum on Arbitration oug t to rna ~ I possr . 
various delegations to submit their observations in order that thhedD1 raf~~ng. Cod~~tpe~s:~~ take into account, as it is its duty to do, the note of the Frenc ~ ega ron an. 
concerning arbitration to be found in the notes presented by the Polish, Roumaman and Serb-
Croat-Slovene delegations. h M d 

I will now, therefore, pass in review the various parag!aph~ of t .e emoran urn 0!1 
Arbitration in order to give an opportunity to other delegations rmmedrately to make therr 
reservations or their observations. A b' t' h' h 

1 will commence by taking the first part of the Memorandum on r rtra ron, w rc 
I will briefly analyse. . 

Paragraph 19 concerns that form of arbitration which is an essential element of the ~:yst~m 
established by the Covenant. Paragraph 20 points out that the procedure of conciliation 
is compatible with the Covenant and that it strengthens the means for the peaceful settlement 
of disputes. Paragraph 21, in mentioning the resolution of the Ass~mbly of September 25th, 
1926, points out that the Council has not up to the present had occasiOn to off~r rts good offi~es 
and has not been asked by any State to do so. Paragraphs 22 and 23 e~phasrse the e~olut~on 
of and the increase in arbitration treaties conciliation treaties and treaties of both arbrtratron 
and conciliation. In paragraphs 24 and ~5 it ·is stated that the v~ue of an arbitration trea~y 

'depends on the importance of the States bound by such treaties and on the measure m 
which the relations between those States are capable of endangering the peace of the world. 
Finally, paragraph 26 notes the increasing readiness to accept arbitration or conciliation and to 
abandon the traditional reservations or to diminish their force. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I understand that we shall proceed to this examination, 
referring to the conclusions following each memorandum. It is perhaps a little difficult to 
submit observations which cover all the paragraphs. · 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I merely desire to support the observation of General 
de Marinis; In my view, it is mainly, and perhaps only, when we discuss the conclusions that 
the observations which delegates may have to make can usefully be put forward. On the 
one hand, the main J:lody of the report is rather the expression of the Rapporteurs' view, and, 
on the other, it is very difficult to disconnect the various ideas from it. Consequently, delegates 
may repeat themselves or not make the observation they desire at the proper moment. Observa
tions can therefore usefully be made when we discuss the conclusions. With regard to the 
observations which the French delegation may desire to make, it has submitted a note on the 
subject in order to render it unneccessary to make them verbally. 

The CHAIRMAN. -I entirely agree With General de Marinis and M. Paul-Boncour regarding 
the procedure to be followed. Nevertheless, the Bureau must show the necessary liberal 
spirit and must not demand too rapid a discussion, but must give everyone an opportunity of 
expressing _his views. On the other hand, if delegates think that it is more logical and more 
useful to drscuss the whole memorandum on the conclusions, I will not oppose such a proposal. 

M. SATO (Japan). - For my part, I admire the speed with which the Chairman has 
taken u~ t~rough the numerous paragraphs which we have already reviewed. I think, however, 
that thrs rs a somewhat too rapid procedure, for some of these texts naturally give ·rise to 
difficulties. · 

Perhaps we should achieve a compromise between the procedure proposed by the Bureau 
a':ld th~t proposed b~ G_ene~al de M_arinis: The first cons~sts in grouping the paragraphs for 
drscussron, the second m hmrtmg the drscussron to the conclusiOns. If members of the Committee 
cc;mld ~hems~lves have before them the table in which the paragraphs are grouped, the 
disc~ssron mrg~t perhaps be m?re effec_tiye and might.continue with that speed desired by the 
Charrman, wh!le at the same time avordmg all confusron. 

The C~AIRMAN. - I certainly do not wish to go too fast. On the contrary, as I have 
already pomted out, I desire that all delegates should be able to express their views most 
freely on each question submitted. · 

As _far as the suggest!on of ~- Sa to is concerned, I would reply that the grouping of para
g~aphs IS only to be earned ou~ m order to ~elp the Chairman to preside over the discussion 
ti:~htgrbe1at~r eaillseh. I would pomt out that, rf we are to circulate to all delegations a copy of 

rs a e, rt w ave to be roneoed, which will cause us to lose aU to-morrow. 
h I propose, theref<?re, th~t we should continue the discussion in the manner in which we 

th
ave ?egun, but specrfy a little more definitely the questions to be raised and perhaps put 
em m smaller groups. 
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M. SATO (Japan). - I do not press my point. 

The CHAIRMAN. - It is understood that we will examine the conclusions at the same time. 
In so complicated a question as that before us, it is very difficult to simplify the procedure. 
\Ve will do our best, however. · . 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - As regards paragraphs 17 to 26, these clauses 
appear to me to be chiefly statements of fact, records of what has taken place, and the only 
point to which I should like to draw attention is contained in paragragh 20, which refers to 
what was done in 1922, when a model set of articles was drawn up and it was proposed that 
the Council should use its good offices. That is in that paragraph or in the succeeding one. 
At any rate, it was proposed at some time or other-! think in 1921-that a model set of 
articles should be drawn up, and they were drawn up. It was also proposed the Council should 
use its good offices. Then we are told that, in point of fact, that machinery has never been 
used. 

Before we finally part with these clauses it might be well to consider whether we are 
content that the machinery which was devised in 1922 should be put on the scrap-heap, or. 
whether it may not still be possible to get some good out of the proposal which was then made. 
I quite realise the difficulty of using that machinery if the Council has not seen fit to offer its 
good offices, but if the members of the Committee will do me the honour of turning to the · 
memorandum of my Government (Annex 1), they will see that we propose that," in accordance 
with the Assembly resolution quoted above, the Council place its good offices at the disposal 
of all States desirous of ' concluding suitable agreements likely to establish confidence and 
security' ". Would not it be possible either to induce the Council to be prepared to use its 
good offices with regard to the promotion of agreements, or could we not recommend different 
States in different regions, which are prepared perhaps to conclude regional agreements, to 
approach the Council and ask that the Coun'cil should use its good offices by way of mediation 
in order to get over any preliminary difflculties that may exist, and in fact to smooth the way 
towards arriving at regional agreements ? 

I do not wish to delay the Committee by discussing the matter at great length, because 
I recognise it is a minor point, but I think it would be well, while we are on this part of the 
memoranduiJ!, to see whether some use could not be made of that machinery. 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France). - I for my part desire to associate myself completely with 
the very important words just spoken by the representative of the British Empire, and, as 
I prefer to follow my own method, I ask that they be discussed with the conclusions. There 
is only one thing of interest, and that is the conclusion which we reach. Lord Cushendun, in 
my view, gave a very interesting suggestion just now. In the conclusions there is no trace 
whatever of any provision of this nature-or, at any rate, it is not so clearly stated as he 
himself has just stated it. ' 

Consequently, I entirely associate myself with what my colleague has said, and I hope 
his words will be repeated in a concrete manner in the conclusions. 

The CHAIRMAN. - With regard to the suggestion of the representative of the British 
Empire, I would draw the attention of my colleagues to the fact that the same question has 
been indirectly dealt with in the report of M. Politis in paragraph 8g. I consider that this 
suggestion is of greatimportance and that the Drafting Committee should take account ofit. It is 
perfectly possible that this suggestion of the delegate of the British Empire may lead us to 
adopt a kind of recommendation or formula which we might adopt at some future date when 
our work is finished and insert in our resolutions. This depends ·on the extent to which the 
Drafting Committee takes account of it. · 

M. MARKOVITC'H (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Despite the observation 
of the Chairman, I desire to revert to the proposal of the British delegation in order to support 
it with all the strength which I can command, because, in my view, it is a proposal to which the 
general assent can be given. Though we may not all hold the same views regarding the degree 
of security guaranteed by the Covenant, though we may have different opinions concerning 
regional agreements, I do not think that there is anyone who disagrees with the proposal that 
the peaceful settlement of international disputes should be effected by arbitration, eithe: _by 
judicial means or by the procedure of conciliation. Here before us is a proposal of the Bnhsh 
delegation stating that not only should the good offices of the Council be offered with a view 
to the conclusion of such agreements, but going further and seeking to draft a formula making 
it possible for the Council of the League not to proclaim in theory that it is ready to support 
such-and-such a procedure or to serve as intermediary in cases where the need is felt, but to 
enable it to decide itself whether, by playing its essential part as a preserver of peace, it ought 
not in a con·crete case to take the initiative and to question the parties, or to make a direct 
offer of its good offices to the particular States in question. 

It is for this reason that I rise to speak. The Drafting Committee must be assured that 
on this question at least there is no divergence of views. It must therefore push its study as 
far as possible in this direction without taking account of a too rigid formula, if I may use the 

· expression of the British delegate, and without fearing to go a little beyond the limits laid 
down in the statements which refer solely to the existing state of affairs. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - If I have properly understood the observations of the 
Chairman, the suggestion made by Lord Cushendun is connected to a certain extent with 
paragraph 89 of the memorandum of M. Politis. I would like to point out, however, that in 
my view there is an important difference between these two proposals. 



In the memorandum of the British Government it is stated : . . . . . 
" It seems to them that if States which, owing to any doubt o~ susp1c1on, hes1tate 

to open negotiations were mutually to agree to place t~emselves m the. hands of the 
Council and to conduct their conversations under 1ts auspl~e.s, the .?oncluswn of further 
agreements on the lines recommended would be greatly facll1~a~ed. 
In the memorandum of M. Politis, in paragraph 89 Annex I 1t 1s stated : 

" It will be possible to go even further, an~· the next Assembly mi!?ht proclai~ that 
if, in any specific area, two or more States des1red. to conclude a secur1ty I?act w1th !he 
other States belonging to that same area, they m1ght apply to the Council, requestmg 
its good offices for this purpose." · 
This is not the same thing. 
M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I think that this is the same thing. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany). - I do not think so. In any case~ ~fit is the same thing, w~at 
I say about your report also applies to the -p~ppos~l _in the _Bntlsh memorandum. I WlSh 
·merely to recall what I said during the general d1scusswn.. I sa1d that the German Government 
maintained the view that agreements could not be effectlve and could not advance the cause 
of peace unless they were concluded freely by countries and not urider any form of pressure. 
I do not wish at the moment to dwell on this point, since the Chairman has said that the 
Drafting Committee will discuss this question. · 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think that we all agree with M. von Simson's proposal to submit 
the question to the Drafting Committee. It will then be possible to see whether there is any 
contradiction between the two proposals or whether they are connected. 

I think that it is the duty of the Bureau to draw the Committee's attention, since we 
desire the Drafting Committee to know exactly where it stands, to a resolution ofthe Assembly of 
rg26 which also refers to the subject and which contains an invitation to the Council to 
make an offer of its good offices in certain eventualities. . 

All the observations of delegates and all documentation will be sent to the Drafting 
Committee, which should try to find a formula meeting with general satisfaction. 

Lord Cu'SHENDUN (British Empire). - I would like to remove what possibly may be a 
misunderstanding. I rather gathered from the speech of the honourable delegate of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes that he was making rather more out of my suggestion 
than was intended. You will remember that I made my observation because we were 
discussing Chapter I of M. Holsti's memorandum, and I found that the first of his conclusions 
was that. means be sought to facilitate and make more. effective the procedure already 
contemplated in an Assembly resolution whereby the Council should lend its good offices with a 
view to the conclusion of arbitration and conciliation conventions. All that I intended was 
to support that conclusion. I do not make any new proposal at all. All I say is, as we have 
these clauses under discussion, we might consider whether that conclusion of M. Holsti's 
requires any more consideration, whether there are any methods which we could suggest for 
carrying out what he there proposes. . 

. M. UN:>EN (Sweden).- Lord Cushendun has ~~c~led a resolution adopted by the Assembly 
m I922 wh1ch recommended a procedure of conc1hahon by means of permanent committees. 
I think that this resolution has encouraged to a certain degree the conclusion of bilateral 
treaties regarding the procedure of conciliation. Nevertheless, when that resolution was 
adopted in I922, hope was expressed in various quarters that this method of conciliation 
would be developed in order to make it possible to conclude a general treaty of conciliation in 
!he near future. In my view, it would therefore be desirable to. take a step forward at this 
Juncture and to draft a general treaty of conciliation to be combined with an arbitration 
treaty. If a gen~ral treaty of the nature proposed by the Swedish Government be accepted 
th_e recommen.dahon of the Asse~blf of ~922 loses its significance in :view of the fact that ~ 
still more ,effic1ent ~ystem of concihatlon will have been adopted than that recommended in the 
Assembly s resolution. 

M. MARK?VITCH (King_dom o_f .the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - I must ask the ardon 
of. the Comm1ttee for havmg m1smterpreted the proposal of the British delegation ~ t · 
thiS case ~ mus~ ask the Committee to take note of the fact that I maintain what I h~veu sa~~ 
and subm1tted m the form of a proposal on behalf of my delegation. · 

. The CHAIRMAN. '----You will probably agree with me when I propose that all th b 
hons and proposals should be submitted to the Drafting Committee. ese 0 serva-

12. Discussion of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation : Chapter II. 

The CHAIRMAN. - Paragraph 27 which h d th h · · 
of M. Holsti. ' ea s e c apter, con tams three suggestion 

The first consists in drawing the attention f G · . 
which might be adopted between two States or ~et~vernmen~s to one or more types of treaty 

The second concerns the eventual ex . een restncte~ groups of States. 
consent of the contracting parties. panswn of these treahes to other States with the 

The third comprises the negotiation of age a1 t 
of the League or even to all States ner reaty open to the signature of all Members 

I think that these three alte~atives will h . 
Committee when it deals with the drawm· g u f avedto

1 
be t~ken mto account by the Drafting 

P o mo e treahes. 
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Generai DE MARINIS (Italy). - I ask your permission to say a word with speciai reference 
to No._ 4 of paragraph 49 giving the conclusions of the Memorandum on Arbitration, which 
refers to paragraph 27. When I made my general observations I expressed the view that, if a 
model regional treaty is to be drafted, it should contain various formulre between which it 
may be possible to· choose, and that the parties desiring to adhere to it should be left the 
possibility of making reservations. 

· When, however, it is a question of general arbitration, the application of a system of 
-reservations to a single model type of arbitration treaty appears less opportune, for it would 
impair the practical efficiency of such a treaty. I think we should realise that, while these 
reservations may be limited in number in a regional treaty, they would be much wider in 
extent in a general treaty of arbitration concerning all States. It is for this reason that we 
prefer special treaties of arbitration. I am all the more in a position to express this view, since 
my country concluded a certain number of arbitration treaties after the war which apply 
to all disputes without exception. These treaties have been negotiated with Switzerland, 
Spain, Chile, etc. 

This does not mean to say that we are opposed to the drafting by our Committee of treaties 
of arbitration, but-and this is the conclusion which I reach-we take the view that there 
must be several models of these treaties, to be applied to differing circumstances. I hope that 
the Bureau will take account of my observation. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire.) - I think paragraph 27 is a very important one. 
It raises some very important principles as well as methods, and it may afford a convenient 
opportunity for me to express the views which I hold on the subject of arbitration treaties, 
and to which I shall have to invite the Committee to agree. Let me say, with regard to the 
three alternatives (a), (b), and (c), that, while I am quite prepared to give my strong support 
to the first of those alternatives, namely, (a), as at present advised, I should not be prepared 
to support either (b) or (c). · 

That brings me to the consideration which we all have to keep in view as to the sort of 
treaty which we think will give the security which the world wants. That is really what we 
are here to try to give, namely, such additional security to that already provided by the 
Covenant as may enable disarmament to take place. 

I have listened to the remarks of a member of the Bureau, who expressed the view that 
we should endeavour to agree upon a general treaty or general agreement. The question 
whether or not general agreements should be entered into is one of the points which appears 
from time to time all through these reports and which has cropped up constantly in the speeches 
of the delegates. I say quite frankly that I am opposed, speaking generally, to what I think 
we all understand by general treaties as distinguished from special treaties. I say that, 
speaking generally-! do not say without exception-! am opposed to them. I have noticed 
that both the reports which are before us and a good many of the speeches which have been 
made take the same view. I should like to explain very shortly why I take that view. I have 
no doubt other delegates for the same reason take the same view. 

If I could see that the signing of a general agreement or general treaty open to accession 
by all States Members of the League, and perhaps others as well, offered more and better 
security to the world and, therefore, better hopes of maintaining peace than other sorts of 
arrangements, I should be one of the keenest supporters of general treaties, but that is not 
the case. I see no reason for supposing that a general treaty of arbitration or of conciliation 
offers any more security to the world or to individual States than a series of individual treaties, 
bilateral or group treaties; in fact, I strongly hold the contrary view. I believe you obtain 
less security instead of more by having a general treaty covering a large number of States 
whose circumstances are utterly dissimilar. 

I was interested in the speeches made last night by the delegates from two South American 
States (Chile and the Argentine), both of whom brought to our attention the totally different 
circumstances with which they are familiar, and the totally different conditions for which 
they have to provide from those familiar to us in Europe. I was not surprised to hear that; 
it seems to me to be common sense. What possible object will you gain by having a general 
treaty in identical terms for all of us, whether big States or small States in Europe, Republics 
in South America, or Canada or other Dominions of the British Crown ? That all these 
countries with utterly dissimilar conditions should think they are getting or giving better 
security by signing some pact in identical terms is a thing I have never been able to underst<¥Id. 
I believe that it is a pure delusion. I ·cast my eye down this report ; I look at paragraph 37-
1 see there : "The diversity of the provisions of these treaties, both as regards their scope and 
the procedure and choice of the tribunal, undoubtedly corresponds with the diversity of the 
circumstances which govern the relations of these groups inter se. " To my surprise, I find 
the last sentence is : " At the present time, it would seem to be difficult to reduce this varying 
practice to one common type." My comment to myself when I read those words was: ''Of 
course it is difficult, but why in the world should we try ?" Why in the world should we try 
to reduce all these diverse circumstances which govern these groups to a common type ? If 
we·had reduced them all to a common type before we left this room, we should not have done 
one iota towards producing greater security in the world or in enabling disarmament to take place. 
Therefore, that is the first point on which I wish as strongly as possible to insist-that in 
the examination of the "treaties which we can recommend, or the models that we can draw up, 
let us be clear in our minds, as I think the Rapporteurs are clear, and as certainly several of 
my colleagues are clear in their minds, that general treaties, for which there seems to be such 
a curious hankering in some minds, are really not of the slightest service to the objects we 
have in view. Let us try to devise something which will be more serviceable. 

• 4 
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The next point on which I ·wish to insist is this. It is laid down very clearly and strongly 
in the British memorandum. We draw the clearest possible distinction between justiciable 
disputes and non-justiciable disputes, and that distinction is drawn in our mind~ not as. the 
result of any clearly thought-out academic theory ; it is not t~e re~ult of univers1ty studies; _ 
it is the result of long, hard, practical experience of what arb1tr~t~on ~an do and c_ann_o! do, 
and what conciliation can do and cannot do. We draw a clear d1sbnctwn between JUSbclable 
disputes which can be settled by reference to a code of law an~ oth~r disputes which ar.is~ ou~ of 
political conditions, or which cannot be reduced to an actual vwlation of law. That d1stmcbon 
is very important, and it is no~ clearly hpt in v:iew by so!lle <?f th~ d~le~at~s who have both 
spoken and written on this _su~Ject. W~ are anxwus t? mamtam th1s d1~tu;cbon n?t m~rely for 
its own sake and because 1t 1s both log1cal and practical, but because 1t 1s perhaps still more 
important for the sake of the court to which justiciable disputes are, or ought to be, referred. 
I do not know that all States at the present moment are really prepared to trust all sorts of 
disputes to the Permanent Court. If they are not, the only reason for that distrust is th~t 
the Court has not yet had time to establish itself in the confidence of the world. ~at 1s 
through no fault of its own, but simply because it has not had a code of law sufficiently 
universal and sufficiently well established to be able to deal with every case that is brought before 
it. It would be very unbecoming in me to take up your time by referring to the as yet 
imperfect extension of international law, but no one knows better than my friend M. Politis 
and other authorities on international law that there are great stretches of subject-matter 
which are not as yet covered by clearly determined and defined law. We in England are 
familiar with long ·centuries of legal development, ultimately from the Roman law through 
our common law, and through long series of legislative enactments, until at last our courts 
have at their disposal a great code of law applicable to almost any case that can be brought 
before them. In the course of time, and indeed in no very long time, the Court at The Hague 
will also have as a result of its own decisions, always acting as precedents for future develop
ments, a great code of international law sufficient to cover all the matters of dispute that 
can be brought before it ; and, as that time progressively arrives, we shall all be increasingly 
content, whatever dispute arises, as long as it is a matter of law, to refer it to the Permanent 
Court. 
· Now, if you begin referring non-justiciable disputes to the Permanent Court, you do 

that Court an injury, because you are submitting to it disputes which cannot be determined 
by the same ratio decidendi, and which cannot be determined by reference to any code of law. 
Some other reason may be brought in; they may call it equity, or they may call it doing 
substantial justice. You may call it what you like, but it is not law, and the more the Court 
is used for extraneous purposes outside its proper domain of"law, the longer it will be before 
that Court assumes a position similar to the domestic High Court of any country, such as 
my own, or France, or Germany, or Italy, or any other highly civilised country. Therefore, 
for t_he sake of the Court _as wei! as !o~ the_ sake of keepi~g a_c~ear distinction in regard to disputes, 
we m England eJ?phas1se this d!st~ncbo~ ~etv?een JUSbclable and non-justiciable disputes. 

. A!1d that brmgs me to a Similar distmcbon between arbitration and conciliation. I 
tlunk m some passages of these reports that distinction is not kept quite clear. It appears 
to me that th~ -:vord "arbitration" is used where conciliation is intended .. We say they 
are_perfectly distmct, that arbitration is one thing and conciliation is another. Now we are 
all m fa';ou~ <?f the f~rthest possib_le extension of treaties between different States co~senting · 
to refer JUS~lciable d1spu~es to a~b1tration, we_ hope in every case to the Permanent Court, in 
order: that 1t m~y grow m prestige and expenence. We deprecate setting up by arbitration 
treaties other tnbunals when the Permanent Court is· t_here to be used, but we have no wish, of 
course, to coerce oth_er people. If there are States wh1ch prefer in their arbitration treaties to 
~arne ~orne ot~er tnbun~ than the, Permanent Court, I do not think that anybody has any 
nght e1ther to mterfe~e -:v1th them or to attempt to put pressure upon them ; but, as a matter 
of J?refe~ence and prmc1ple, we support the reference of all justiciable disputes subject to 
arb1tratwn to the Permanent Court. 

When we come t!) non-justiciable disputes, which cannot be determined by a~y princi le 
of law but by some other method, then we want a totally different tribunal Th d 1 pt 
for Canada referred yesterday t? the Commission which deals with a certain ~lass :f d~se~~e~ 
as between Ca~ada and the _Dm!ed State~. There are a great many models which mi ht b 
followed, and lf we keep fa1rly m our mmds as I have endeavour d t g e 
in_divid~al circumstances of each country should determine the treaty :hie~ t~u~gest, thaft the 
w1th neighbours or groups of neighbours, then the particular k' d f .a .country orms 
p_erm~nent or ad hoc, _I do not think it matters very much_ to be s~~ upo asc~f~lSSl~~- whe!1~er bon IS a matter wh1ch can be determined from time to time a d" /\~na. or conclla
of each State. At all events, we are anxious to ive ou cc~r mg o e Circumstances 
to arbitration treaties and conciliation treaties o~ the li~e~ufJi~ri·~ the ~~est measure b_oth 
But. there is one qualification which I ought to speak of at ~h- ave a erppted to outline. 
anx_wus to be perfectly frank and not to mislead the Com . Is. moment, smce I am most 
dec1de to have a general treaty or- as ecial treat f . m~ttee m. any way. Whether you 
stances of the country which I repres~nt (I couldy -~ .:rbltra~o~, 0bfmg to t~e specia! circum
but I do not wish to occupy-your time) we could 1 1 were e~lra e, e:x;pla~n. them m detail, 
non:justiciable disputes, arbitration ag;eements· al~~gt ~tcept, -~~ther for Jush_clable disputes or 

As I said the other day we have aver ion e. er Wl out reservation. . -
over a hundred years I d~ not sa f Y g expenence of these treaties, going back well 
we have usually found sufficient anl c~~s~~~~~~~~t that ~he. exact form _of reservation which 
day ; it is quite poss!ble that some better form of re~fr~s:t~~:~oJle~hef SUitable f~r the present 
that at the present time there are certain arbitratio t t" . _ h'e ound, and 1t so happens 

- n rea les m w 1ch my country is involved 
• 
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which have to be reconsidered because they require renewal within a short period, and it 
is quite possible' that the form of reservation will be a new one. I do not, however, want 
this Committee to suppose that it would be possible for the British Empire to accept any form 
of arbitration treaty which was altogether free from reservations. 

I think that these observations, which I have made to the best of my ability, cover the 
point of _view with which I approach _these parti~ular clauses, ~mt I have no doubt that you, 
Mr. Chairman, and the Committee will not consider me committed beyond the possibility of 

. exception by what I have said ; and, as we consider these clauses, if some other point arises 
which I have omitted to mention, I shall venture to put it before the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. - As you have observed, the British delegate has not confined his 
observations to paragraph 27 but has covered pa_ragraphs 28 to 35, where reference is made to 
the difficulties which may be regarded as arising in a system which aims at submitting all 
disputes, with a view to their final settlement, to a procedure established in advance. I think 
that we can now proceed with the discussion not only of paragraph 27 but of the whole of the 
chapter. 

M. VALDES-MANDEVILLE (Chile). - We have just heard some very important observa
tions by Lord Cushendun and I am in entire agreement with the first part of his speech 
concerning general and regional treaties. Paragraph 27 (c) appears to me at the molllent to be 
impracticable, not only because of the diversity of conditions to which Lord Cushendun 
referred, but for reasons which I mentioned yesterday when I pointed out that, with a general 
treaty, the limitative provisions and the reservations would necessarily become too extensive 
for the treaty to be a really effective instrument. 

I support what has been said by General de Marinis, and I may be permitted to express 
myself with the same freedom as was shown by him, since my country has given proof of its 
warm support of arbitration. I gave yesterday certain examples, among which, in fact, was 
the treaty which we have signed with Italy. I have already mentioned the compulsory 
arbitration treaty which we have signed with Spain without reservation. Many other treaties 
are at present being negotiated. . 

The Pan-American Conference which has just been held showed a desire to conclude a 
regional arbitration treaty, since it decided to convene next year a conference which will 
endeavour to establish an arbitration treaty for disputes of a legal character. 

I expressed yesterday my opinion in regard to conciliation and quoted an example which 
the Committee will, I hope, take into consideration. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I intervene in this discussion in order to ask for some explanations. 
It seems to me that there is a misunderstanding. 

I quite agree in substance with the representative of the British Empire. I think that 
at present it is absolutely impossible in practice to conclude a general arbitration treaty 
between all States and covering all disputes. I would go even further. I think that at present 
it is impossible to carry into effect a general arbitration treaty limited to disputes which are 
purely legal. Even for disputes of a legal character, I do not think that it is possible at present 
for a large number of States to agree upon one and the same formula. According to the special 
interests of the majority of these States and according to the parties with which they will 
conclude the treaties, they will feel a very legitimate need to make a certain number of reserva
tions. It may even happen, in view of the diversity of the circumstances arising, that it 
will not always be the same tribunal or the same jurisdiction which will be considered most 
suitable to settle their disputes and to inspire them with equal confidence. 

Accordingly, in answering substantially the question whether at present it is possible to 
conclude a general arbitration treaty, I would reply, with Lord Cushendun, in the negative. 

I wonder, however, whether something else may not be done. It appears front the 
conclusions of the report of M. Holsti that he proposes with considerable hesitation to examine 
whether it would not be possible to achieve the conclusion of a treaty which would be general 
so far as the number of States was concerned but which would be extremely elastic and would 
accept compulsory arbitration only up to a certain point and subject to certain qualifications. 

I imagine-=and this is an idea which I developed at some length before the First Committee 
of the Assembly in September last-that it would be possible to establish a general treaty, 
open to the signature of these States which desired to bind themselve$ by such a treaty. In 
order, however, to facilitate the adherence· of a large' number of States, it might be possible 
to permit each State to adhere to the treaty subject to such reservations and stipulations 
as it believed to be necessary for the safeguarding of its particular interests. 

It will be asked what can be the value of a convention general' in its external form but 
in detail varying according as it was applied to a dispute arising between countries A and B 
or between countries C and D. · 

Well, gentlemen, we cannot refrain from noting that, at present, arbitration as a pacific 
institution is becoming a real symbol and that there are numerous countries which believe 
that the more arbitra:tion assumes a generalised form, even though it does so with considerable 
timidity, ~he stronger will be the existing guarantees for peace and for the future welfare of 
nations. - · · 

These are the considerations which inspired the proposal of the Swedish Government. 
You will all remember that the Swedish Government at first desired a very .much wider and 
extensive treaty containing inuch stricter undertakings.. In the draft finally submitted, 
the Swedish Government confines itself to requiring a general undertaking in regard to legal 
disputes and in regard to other disputes-that is to say, for non-legal disputes-confines it;clf 
to the procedure of conciliation. In other words, the Swedish Government, as indicated in 



- 5~-

· t eneralise the form of pacific procedure adopted at Locamo, drawing a. 
~:r;o:~a~r~~~s~~~ !seful distinction, in my opinion, between disputes of a legal ch~racter 
and non-legal disputes. · · · · f k' th · d o e 

I believe that it is possible to go even further in the d1rechon o rna mg de ~ ea m fd 
elastic In the general framework of the Convention which all States wh? so es1re wou . 
be invited to sign a whole series of reservations might be accepted as to hme an~ as to t_he 
extent of the obligations incurred and even as to the States wit~ whic~ the contrac~mg pa~hes 
desire to contract. There would be in this arrangement so~ethmg wh1ch, at firs1Jifht! t ~~~t 
seem a little odd, namely, that in a general treaty the s1gnatory States ~ou. Jml e1r 
obligations towards certain other signatories and would not accept those obligations towards 
the world in general. · h h' c 'tt 

I think that it is possible to find a formula and, in any case, I believe t at t IS omm1 ee 
will not have fulfilled its task if it does not endeavour to do so. . . . 

I would therefore ask whether the words of the representative of the Bntish ~mp1r~ mean 
that he objects to· the Drafting Committee studying an elastic f?rmul:'l wh1ch m1gh~ _be 
submitted to the plenary Committee with a view to.a more general d1s~ussJon. I~ the Bn_bsh 
representative does not object to that course, I thmk that the Draftmg Committee m1ght 
here do some very useful work. . . . 

I venture to hope that the British Government _does not obJect to my proposal smce, m 
its memorandum, which we very thoroughly exammed, I r~ad on page 5_2, paragraph 22: 
the following words concerning a scheme of Dr. Nansen wh1ch went considerably further . 

" The utility of studying the draft of any such agreem.ent depends on whether there 
are any States which feel themselves able to accept and sign such a general agreement. 
If there are, the draft of such an agreement should be worked out." 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). -After the observations of M. Politis, it is perhaps_ har~ll.y necessary 
for me to speak, but since Swede~ has submitted ~ d~aft general arbitratiOn treaty, _I 
would like to add a few words concernmg the reasons which mduced my Government to submit 
that draft to the Committee. Its object was to render more precisely effective Article. I3 of 
the Covenant. Under Article r3, the Members of the League agree that, whenever any dispute 
shall arise between them which they recognise to be suitable for submission to arbitration or 
judicialsettlement, and which cannot be satisfactorily settled by diplomacy, they will submit the 
whole subject-matter to a:rbitrati~n or judicial se~th:ment. T~e a~ticle go~s ?~ to enumerate. 
the cases which are generally smtable for submission to arbitratiOn or JUdicial settlement. 
I would draw attention to the word "generally", which constitutes, so to speak, a safety 
valve. A State may declare that in the particular case the dispute is not suitable for submission 
to arbitration or judicial settlement, and refuse to submit it to an arbitration tribunal. · 

I fully agree with the representative of the British Empire that it is not necessary to 
frame a uniform general treaty which would prevent States from concluding bilateral treaties 
permitting-them to choose other tribunals or forms of pacific settlement for their disputes. A 
general treaty would simply play the part of an undertaking supplementary to the Covenant, 
which would come into play in the event of a di.spute having arisen between two States for 
which there exists no bilateral agreement or any undertaking to arbitrate. It is in no way 
the intention of the Swedish Government to impose on States the obligation to choose a particular 
method of pacific settlement. It merely wished to establish an undertaking which may, in 
the last resort, serve as a supplement to the Covenant. If the Covenant is not completed 
in this respect, a case may easily be imagined in which a dispute of a legal character suitable 
for settlement by arbitration would not be submitted to any arbitration tribunal owing to the 
refusal of one of the parties in the .case, · 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands). - I entirely agree with the representative of Greece. I do 
not thi~k I ~m to. inter~ret the _conclusi?ns of the speech of Lord Cushendun to mean that 
he considers 1t as Impossible or m practice useless to establish a collective convention which 
would enabl~ a judici~ set~le~ent to f.ie rea?hed of all disputes of a legal character. · That can 
hardly be his contention, m View o~ th~ ex1stence of the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the 
Pe_r!Dane~t Co_urt. It cann?t be mamtamed that that ~lause is impossible or without practical 
utility, smce 1t has bee~ signed by a number of States. The British memorandum points 
out that the _clause was s1s-ned by a liJ?1ited number of States but the number is quite consider
a~le. The Signature of t~e States W~Ich ~ave already accepted the Optional Clause corresponds 
":1th a large number of bilateral arbitration treaties. The establishment of a collective arbitra
tiOn tr~aty has _the symbolical valu_e emphasised by M, Politis. It. has a real power of 
sugg~stiO~. It will als? have the very Important effect of increasing the number of arbitration 
tr~aties, smce by the Signatu.re of a. new State there will exist an arbitration treaty between 
~IS ~tate_ and all the ot~er s1gnatones. I _do not think that the representative of the British 

mpi:e Will altogether dispute that contention. The memorandum of the British Government 
c~~tams c~rtain res~rvations on the point. It is there stated that probably more appreciable 
P gress will ~e realised by means of bilateral agreements than by means of general agreements 
ocen to the Signature of a!! States. There can be no certainty on the subject, but in view of 
t e number of _States wh1ch have already signed the optional clause, I am of opinion that 
better results w_ill probably be obt.ained by establishing a collective agreement. 
h The establishment ?f a~ arbitration convention in addition to the Optional Clause has 

t e ~dvantage-emp_h~sised m the ~ote of the French delegation distributed this afternoon-of 
~ff':::tngfgfe~ter el~stictty an_d enabling States to resort at their discretion either to the Permanent 

0 0 n ernahonal Justice or to an arbitration court of the type which exists at The Hague. 
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The following inference might be drawn from the speech of M. Politis. He argues that 
a collective treaty would perhaps only be signed by several States with a great number of 
reservations, whereas these States would be ready to sign bilateral agreements with other 
States with fewer reservations. In these circumstances, more real progress would be achieved 
by means of a bilateral agreement than by a collective agreement. A collective agreement, 
however, would leave it entirely open to States to sign bilateral arbitration treaties, and I 
do not, moreover, see any objection to leaving States which have signed collective agreements 
with reservations free to abandon them wholly or partially in respect of certain .States by a 
special agreement. 

For these reasons, I am convinced that by a collective agreement more rapid progress 
would be achieved than by bilateral or multilateral agreements. 

I hope that the members of our Committee who see no advantage for the States which 
they represent in the establishment of a collective agreement will not object to such an 
agreement being concluded and opened for the signature of States which see an advantage in 
signing it. . 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - M. Politis, in the important declaration which he has 
just made, in order to render possible the adherence of numerous States to a general arbitration 
treaty, contemplates the introduction into the treaty of a very large number of reservations. 
This induces me to refer once more to what I have previously said, namely, that the practical 
effect of the treaty would be greatly diminished. 

What is the essential clause of an arbitration treaty ? The essential clause is precisely 
that which defines the cases suitable for submission to arbitration. If, in the classification 
of these cases, one is obliged to make a great number of exceptions for certain States in respect 
of certain other States, it seems to me that the prog'ress obtained is really of small importance. 
One feels justified in saying that things remain almost the same as they were before. 

I venture to observe that there is a close connection between the difficulties of forming 
a clear idea of an arbitration treaty and its utility. If the treaty is made extremely .elastic 
in order to admit of the adherence of numerous States, I venture to think that in fact the 
practical advantage of the treaty is almost non-existent. 

I therefore think it well to adhere to the principles explained by the British delegate in 
this connection. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I think it would be discourteous if I were not 
to give a short answer to a question which I understood was put to me by M. Politis. I under
stood him to ask whether it was to be inferred from the speech I made a short time ago that 
I objected to the Drafting Committee including in its text an examination of general treaties 
and agreements. I did not intend any such objection. Reference has been made to Clause 22 
in the British memorandum, in which we say that the utility of studying the draft of any such 
agreement-that is a general agreement-depends on whether there are any States which 
feel themselves able to accept and sign an agreement, and that if there are any such States 
the draft of an agreement should be prepared. We desire, however, to arrive at the largest 
possible measure of agreement. It is now quite clear that there is a considerable number of 
delegates-perhaps a majority-who are opposed to the conclusion of general treaties. There
fore, while I have no objection, if it is so desired, to entrusting the examination of such treaties 
to the Drafting Committee, I venture to doubt whether we are going to get more forward in 
our work by doing so, and I am wondering whether we should not really arrive at more practical 
conclusions by limiting ourselves to subjects on which we are all agreed, namely, particular 
agreements, whether for arbitration or conciliation. Even if there are some members of the 
Committee who feel strongly that a general agreement has advantages, it would perhaps be 
wiser for them to join with their colleagues on ground which is common to us all. 

If that suggestion does not appeal to my colleagues, I wish to repeat that the very last 
thing I desire is to be obstructive. I am perfectly willing that the whole subject should be 
examined in all its bearings and in the fullest possible way. 

M~ SATO (Japan). - It seems to me that we have reached an important point in our 
discussion. Must we give to the model convention which we are going to draft a general or 
merely a regional character ? I have already had occasion to define the attitude of my 
Government on this suJ:>ject, but I think it would be useful for me to repeat some of the 
explanations which I gave during the general discussion. 

I pointed out that, in the opinion of the Japanese Government, the best method of serving 
the cause of peace would consist in the conclusion of arbitration agreements between two 
or several States; that is to say, between a sniall number of Powers able to give certain under
takings with the full knowledge of their practical scope and bearing. These undertakings 
would be defined, having regard to the special situation of each of the contracting parties. 

It seems to me that the point of view of the Japanese Government is the same as that 
of the British Government, which Lord Cushendun has just explained. I think also that 
General de Marinis has the same views, together with a certain number of our colleagues 
from South America. 

When one comes from the other side of the world to discuss the question of arbitration 
at Geneva, one naturally attaches special importance to the differences which will be necessary 
in the drafting of arbitration treaties. As the representative of Italy has very well said, 
the formula which would be applicable to all States would inevitably be very vague. On the 
other hand, a text applicable to European States would be too rigid for the States of other 
continents, and the formula which States like mine would accept would be too· vague to be 
of any use to European States. 
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In these circumstances, it seems to me that we must content ourselves first of .all with 
se~king a formula which may be applied to States of the same regi?n :whose econ?mic, financial 
or political constitutions are analogous. A formula too broad m 1ts conceptiOn would not 
be of any use. 

. . 
Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I merely wish to recall what I said in this con~ection yesterday, 

when I mentioned that provision would presumably be made for a multilateral treaty or 
model bilateral treaties furthering arbitration in justiciable and conciliation in non-justiciable 
disputes through special ad hoc commissions. There is nothing in my instructions which 
would make me oppose the consideration by this body of a multilateral treaty. On the other 
hand, it does seem that we might get further if we were to confine ourselves not to a bilateral . 
treaty but to bilateral treaties. It has been abundantly evident in the last two or three 
days that there is not support here for one definite model bilateral treaty; We have heard 
from South American countries of the kind of treaty adopted there, a treaty that has met their 
needs, and, as other speakers have said, those countries are not likely to abandon a type that 
has been of great value to them. In going over the~ereports, I turned to the model that was 
prc;>posed by the Assembly in 1922. I see that it differs very materially from the one concluded 
between Canada and the United States in 1909. It could not be expected that my Government, 
after seventeen years of experience, and fifteen years of the most satisfactory experience of a 
certain model of treaty, would abandon if for something that had been worked out theoretically 
at Geneva. That is not to be supposed. I have gone over the model proposed by the Swedish 
Government, and I think the Swedish Government is to be congratulated on that model. 
No doubt it would meet a certain situation, but it is difficult to presume that it would meet 
all situations. I conceive that we might have two or three model bilateral treaties if we are 
really going to accomplish the purpose we have in mind. I want to make it clear-that I am 
not here to oppose the consideration of a multilateral treaty. On the other hand, it seems 
to me that we shall get further by dealing with model bilateral treaties. 

. The CHAIRII_!AN. -We ma:y regard the discussion on Chapter II. as closed. The observa
tiOns of the vanous speakers will be referred to the Drafting Committee. I draw attention, 
h?~ever_. to the fact that_. from the drafting point of view, a general treaty is hardly to be 
d1shngmshed from a multilateral treaty concluded with a limited number of States. 

The meeting rose at-6.45 p.m. 

SEVENTH. MEETING. 

Held on Friday, February 2¥h, 1928, at 4 p.m.' 
• 

Chairman : M. UNDEN (Sweden). 

13. Discussion of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation ·Chapter 111 Paragra hs 
38, 39 and 40. ' ' P 

The CHAIRMAN. - J?uring yesterday's discussion on arbitration, various 0 inions were 
expres~ed ~s to whe~her 1t was opportune to recommend the conclusion of a g~neral treat 
on arbitration. I thmk, however, that no member of our Committee is opposed · · · t 
to the d:afting. by the Drafting Committee of a model collective treaty of arbitr:~o~rmclp e 

_Yanous opmwns have also been expressed on the question of ascertainin what cat· · 
of disputes ought ~o ,be covered ?Y a general arbitration treaty, more especiaty wheth egoneh 
a treaty ought to mclude only disputes of a juridical nature. er sue 

I now call upon the Committee to discuss Chapter III ara h 8 · · 
the Rapporteur states that such a model treaty should onil confe~~ ~~pu~~sd {9· _1!1 ~~~c~ 
~at_u~e. Further, paragraph 39 deals with the reservations excl d". t . o a JUr_l ca 
]und1cal disputes from arbitration. u mg cer am categones of 

Is the C?mm_ittee of _opinion that the Drafting Committee sho ld d 
treaty of arb1trat10n and msert in it provisions concerning onl . -~· 1 r~t up a ~odel general 
with the suggestions of the Rapporteur ? Y )Un Ica sputes, m conformity 

M. ROLIN ]AEQUEMYNS (Belgium) - As I hav t h d · 
meeting of the Drafting Committee I desire to know e:h t t~ an opl?ortumty of attending the 
exactly means. When mention is m'ade of draftin a e question put by the Chairman 
arbitration agreement or a general arbitration ~~~ener~.areement, does this mean a general 
~eneral agreement drawing a distinction between th c~nc. ~~ Ion _agreement ? . Is it t_o be a 
IS to be applied and non-juridical dis utes to which a e JUridical d!sput_e~ t_o ~h1ch arbitration 
Is it an agre~men_t ~a~ed o!l the mo~ified Swedish df:~c~dure of conciliation IS to be applied ? 

In my v1ew, 1f 1t IS desired to achieve somethi hi h 
ration, the draft to be drawn up must be a d ~tg w c can usefully be ta~en into conside
between the juridical and non-juridical dispute~a a ~ener~ _agr~emen_t c;Irawmg a distinction 
for exceptions, arbitrations to disputes of a 

1
-uridicaln ~pp ymdg 10 P~_nc~ple, though allowing 

. . na ure an concihatwn to other disputes. 
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Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I do want to make it clear that, if I acquiesce m 
the P!oposal which has been m~de, I do not wi~hdraw. at all from the position I have taken 
up w1th regard to general treaties: The Committee Will understand that, personally, I think 
~e should leave general treaties aside,_ but I do ~ot want to obstruct in any way the inclusion 
m the draft to be made by the Draftmg Committee of a model of that sort if it is thought 
desirable. 

I should like to repeat that, as far as I have been able to follow the opinions of the 
Committee, there is a very considerable body of opinion which considers general treaties undesirable 
or impracticable at the present moment, and I think that is the opinion to be deduced from 
the three reports also. I do not know whether there is any procedure at our disposal for deter
mining which side has-a majority on a point of that sort. I am not anxious to press the matter 
to a division, but I confess, as a mere matter of curiosity, I should rather. like to know whether 
a majority of the Committee is or is not in favour of general treaties. I leave that, however, 
entirely in the Chairman's hands. 

The CHAIRMAN.- At the.moment, I do not propose that our Committee should recommend 
the conclusion of a general treaty or of bilateral treaties. It is merely a question of instructing 
the Drafting Committee to perform its task. Our Committee will have an opportunity of 
examining the texts of a model treaty drawn up by the Drafting Committee. 

From paragraph 39 it appears, in the view of the Rapporteur, that it would be useful 
to draft the text of a model treaty on the basis of the Locarno Treaties. The representative 
of Belgium has also suggested that the Swedish draft could serve as a basis for discussion when 
the text of this model treaty is drawn up. 

As far as the procedure of conciliation is concerned, the Committee will have an· oppor
tunity of discussing it in a moment, during the. examination of Chapter IV. 

· M. SATO (Japan).- Yesterday, I had the honour of supporting the view in favour rather 
of bilateral agreements. This view was supported by several members of ou·r Committee. It 
would appear, however, from the explanations just given by the Chairman, that our work is 
tending in a somewhat different direction. If I have properly understood him, our Chairman 

·proposes to instruct the Drafting Committee to draw up the text of a model general treaty 
of agreement. I do not entirely approve of this suggestion, which, if it be adopted, will be 
in opposition to my view. I ask, therefore, that the Drafting Committee should be instructed 
to draft a model bilateral agreement. 

This does not mean that I have any great objection against the Drafting Committee being 
instructed to draft a model general agreement also. But I could not accept a suggestion that 
its labours should be confined solely to that task. 

The CHAIRMAN. -I would draw the attention of the representative of Japll,n to the fact 
that, in paragraph 40, the Rapporteur has also suggested the drafting of a model bilateral 
treaty: 

If I have properly interpreted the views of the various members of the Committee, my 
colleagues agree that the Drafting Committee should be instructed to draw up a collective 
or general treaty on the basis of the Locarno. Treaties and of the Swedish draft, which is founded 
on the same principles as those treaties. 
· It still remains to decide whether the Committee wishes also to instruct the Drafting 
Committee to draw up other model bilateral treaties. 

M. RoLIN jAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I entirely understood the reservation made by 
Lord Cushendun when he said that the fact of preparing a general treaty would in no way 
alter the objections which he has put forward, and that to agree to such a preparation did not 
mean that he bound himself in any way to accept such a treaty. 

. I wish merely to say, with reference to the proposal that model bilateral treaties should 
be drafted, that my agreement to such a proposal does not in any way mean that I attach the least 
practical significance to such treaties. I think, even, that if it is decided to instruct the Drafting 
Committee to draw up a new draft, and if it were definitely to be adopted, this could have but 
one result, which would be to confront Governments ready to conclude treaties of arbitration 
f(nd conciliation with an additional difficulty resulting from the multiplication of texts presented 
to them. . 

Nevertheless, if it is thought useful, I will not oppose such a suggestion, but I wish to 
express the desire that the Committee should in any case pay great attention to the general 
treaty. 

General DEMARINIS (Italy).- I desire also to express my opinion on the task to be entrusted 
to the Drafting Committee. I would remind you of what I have already said in my general 
observations regarding a general treaty. The Italian delegation shares the views of the repre
sentatives of the British Empire and Japan, and other colleagues, that a general treaty of 
arbitration would not be of great practical use." 

I would, however, in no way object to the proposal that the Drafting Committee should 
draw up a general model treaty of arbitration, but I remain in the position which I have taken 
up, and I reserve my approval for bilateral or special treaties. 

The CHAIRMAN.- I think that the discussions of yesterday and to-day have clearly shown 
that it is not possible at the moment to achieve a general treaty, 9ut, as I have already pointed 
out, a collective treaty and a general treaty do not differ, from the drafting point of view. 

If no member objects, I think we could instruct the Drafting Committee to draw up ·a 
model collective treaty, which might, at some future date, be signed by a certain number of 
States. 

This proposal was adopted. 
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The CHAIRMAN. - I next pass to paragraph 40, which c~ncerns the question, already 
discussed, as to whether the Drafting Committee should also be mst.r?cted to. draw up several 
bilateral treaties. Several members have expressed doubt as to the utility of th1s work. Perhaps 
we could leave it to the Drafting Committee to decide whether or not such model treaties 
should or should not be submitted. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - Mr. Chairman,-May I resp~ctfully say tliat I 
hope that the last suggestion will not be adopted. I have already seve.ral ti.mes expresse~ the . 
opinion that if model treaties are to be ?f any use t_hey shoul~ be special, bilateral or regwnal 
and not general, and I am afraid that, 1f the Draftmg Committee were to prepare a mode~ of 
a general treaty and were not at the same time to supply us with models of bilateral treaties, 
whatever might be said in this Committee, the ef!ect of th_a~, when t~e docu~ent was ~efore 
us and became public, would be to suggest that, m the opmwn of tins Committee and 1_n the 
opinion of the Drafting c.ommittee, a geperal treaty 'Yas really to be preferre~ to a particular 
treaty, and as that is qUite the reverse of my own v1ew and, I ven~ure t<;> thmk, the reverse 
of the view of the majority of this Committee, I J:ope that equal _weight _w~ be attached both 
to general treaties and to particular treaties, by havmg the models Side by s1de m the document to 
be prepared by the Drafting Committee. · 

Perhaps I may say one word more. I should like at some ~ime or another i~ some m?re com
petent member of the Committee than myself would explam, for my own mformabon and, 
it may be, for others as ignorant as myself, what precisely is the object of a model treaty; 
when we have got a model treaty-whether it be of a particular treatyorageneraltreaty
what purpose is it to serve ? I have no objection to having dozens of model treaties, but I 
should like to know what their purpose is. As I have already explained on a former occasion, 
we, in my own country, do not require a model treaty; we could produce a treaty at very short 
notice, and I should have thought anybody could have done the same. It appears to me a very 
simple thing to do, but if there are States which think that facilities in the way of arbitration 
would be supplied to them by these model treaties, by all means let us have them, and the more 
the better. I think, however, it would be convenient that, at some stage of our proceedings, it 
should be explained, as a matter of instruction to less intelligent members of the Committee 
like myself, by someone who understands this matter (my friend M. Politis would be very 
competent to do it), exactly what is the purpose in view of these model treaties, which is not 
at all clear to me at the present moment. · 

M. POLITI~ (Greec~). - I cannot resist the kind invitation which has just been addressed 
to me and I Will explam to you to what extent standard bilateral treaties or special treaties 
are, contrary to the opinion of M. Rolin Jaequemyns, likely to be of use. 

I. have noticed since public opinon has been interested in arbitration-that is to say, since 
the t~me whe~ the Hag.ue ~eace Confer~nces have successively come together to examine 
questwns relatmg to.arb1tratw~-that, w_1tho~t ~nyone having a~sumed the least obligation, 
the mere fac~ of havmg pr?cla~med c~rtam prmc1ples and of havmg sketched certain treaties 
has resulted m the conclusiOn Immediately afterwards of a certain number of treaties of this 

·character. To sol!le pe?ple the reason f?r this result r.emains perhaps something of a mystery. 
Personally, I attnbute 1t to a psychological cause. Th1s cause became effective after the Confe
r~nce of r?gg, which confined itself to stating that the conclusion of arbitration treaties was 
highly desirable. The same result was noted again after the Conference of 1907 when at The 
Hague the bases of certain arbitration treaties were laid down.· · ' 

I am deeply convinced that the same results will follow in the present case not only 
bec~use the cause of arbitration has made more progress but also because the League ~f Nations 
has m the eyes of the ~orld moral authority greater than that of the Conferences at The Hague. 

. For th~t r~ason, It seems to me useful to establish one or several special model treaties 
Without pre]~d1ce to the establishment of a model collective treaty. All these models will be 
use~ul a.nd ;.vill all. lead_ t? the same end, since they all contribute to increase the credit of 
arbitration m public opmwn. 

I_ am ":ell aw~re that many countries have no need of these models, either because the 
have m their a~ch1ves the necessary elements to establish treaties for themselves 

0 
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they have advisers who are able to dispense with such models I maintai·n how r ecausde 
this is an impo t t · t th t f · · , ever-an . . . r an pom - a or certam States which do not belong to either of th · 
categones It Will suffice for the League of Nations to give its im rimatur t . ese 
treaties for them to attribute to these models a very considerable vpalue . ot_certam model 

Eve 'f th" t th · · m prac Ice. . n 1 Is were no e case, 1t would be sufficient merely that th d · 
~~i~h11~!f}tis cour~e t~jusdtify uSs in proceedin_g in this direction and iner:ra~:a~?ng at~~~~i~~ 

e mere y o ere to tates, but wh1ch, of course, will not be imposed on anyone. 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I thank M Politi f h" · 
my request for instruction. I am very glad in this matter to bs ~.r IS ;ery kmd respo~se to 
say my final word on the matter. If I rna sa so e IS Pl!PI , and I would like to 
good ~eply. No one in thisroom is more a~xio~s th~espectfully, I thm~ he.has ma?e a ve~y 
the Widest possible way. I quite agree with him tha~ .~ ~m ~ see ~rb1trabon earned out m 
the foundation of the League of Nations 1 feel a t .1 as een g1_ven a great stimulus by 
that the ~xample which we have set fo; more tha~era a~n amount of Jl!stifiable 1!-ational pride 
followed m consequence of the Covenant and of the Lea u~~red J'ears IS no'Y .bemg so largely 
me that that movement for arbitration may possibly b f than , .as M. Politis has persuaded 
model treaties, and, as he quite truly says it can in e ur d er stimulated by. providing these 
myself along with him as acquiescing at ~11 event ;wtchase 0 ~~y harm, I would like to range 

s m e provisiOn of these models. 
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M: ~OLIN ]A~QUEM~NS (Belgiu~).- I ~ssociate ~yself_withLordCushendun in thanking 
M. Politis for the mt~restmg explanations whtch he h~s JU~t gtven. _These explanations convince 
me !hat. my sug~estion for the stu_dy of general arbttration treaties-a study which seems to 
fall_ m ~nth the vtews ?f several members of the Com_mittee-was an excellent one. I therefore 
mamtam my suggestion. 

. T~e CHAIRMAN. - I would venture to add a small observation to what M. Politis has 
JUSt sard. _I well understand the doubts expressed by the representative of the British Empire. 
The question he has raised, however, does not merely concern the problem of arbitration but 
also the problem of security, since the Rapporteur who drafted the report on security also 
recommends the framing of model treaties. · 

I willingly accede to the wish expressed by Lord Cushendun for the elaboration by the 
Drafting Committee of one or several model special treaties on arbitration and conciliation. 

This proposal was adopted. · 

14. Discussion of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation.: Chapter Ill, Paragraph 41. 

The CHAIRMAN. - Paragraph 41 deals with the Permanent Court of International Justice. 
The Rapporteur suggests that a recommendation should be framed urging that general treaties 
of every kind should contain, as far as it is possible, an article conferring on the Permanent 
Court jurisdiction in disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the treaties. The 
paragraph, secondly, states that, under the special arbitration treaties, disputes of a legal 
character should be referred to the Court rather than to other forms of arbitration tribunal. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I do not see in the conclusions of the memorandum of M. Holsti 
any ~uggestion in regard to the possibility of encouraging States to adhere to the Optional 
Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Court. I suppose the reason for this is that it is not 
clear, as is stated in paragraph 41, by what procedure it would be possible to encourage States 
to accept such an arrangement. I do not think, however, that it is possible to pass over this 
question completely in silence when we frame the conclusions resulting from our work. Article 
36 represents a serious step forward in the progress of international justice. On several occasions 
during the last four years the League of Nations has recommended States to adhere to Article 
36. I appreciate that it would perhaps be useless and even open to criticism merely to renew 

· a recommendation already put forward on so many occasions. It seems to me, however, possible to 
give this recommendation a somewhat new form, modifying the expressions which the Assembly 
has hitherto used. I am thinking in particular of the following point : in 1924, after a very 
thorough study of the question, it was realised that Article 36 of the Statute of the Court was 
extremely elastic and possibilities were indicated for States wishing to adhere to the clause of 
doing so subject to certain reservations. These reservations were analysed, either from the 
point of view of the period of validity of the undertaking or from the point of view of the exclu
sion of one out of the four categories indicated in Article 36, or from the point of view of the 
limitation of the cases covered by each of these four categories. 

It is possible to go even further in this direction and to indicate other categories of reserva
tions which might be made. It will be objected that it may be unsatisfactory to multiply the 
possibility of reservations. What would finally remain if a State adhered with a considerable 
number of reservations ? I would answer that it seems to me preferable for a State to adhere 
to Article 36 even with reservations which very greatly restrict its undertakings rather than for 
the State not to adhere. The adherence of a State with reservations, however little it may mean, 
constitutes a new undertaking between the countries concerned and may be regarded as a 
sign of confidence in the Court. All this has considerable value from the practical and moral 
point of view. 

I think, therefore, that it would be possible to instruct the Drafting Committee to find 
a formula by means of which the recommendation made so many times may be renewed, 
but with definitions indicating to the States what are the principal reservations which may 
accompany tl:\eir adhesions. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I would like to say a few words on the question under 
discussion. The point of view ofthe German Government on this subject is well known. We have 
signed Article 36 and we are very shortly to ratify that arrangement, as Dr. Stresemann has 
already announced. We can therefore very keenly hope to see the field of application of the 
provisions of Article 36 enlarged, and I accordingly associate myself with the wishes expressed 
to this effect. 

M. PAur>BONCOUR (France). - I would like to follow up the invitation which has just 
been given by M. Politis. He finds a close connection between adherence to the clause of 
Article 36 and our desire further to encourage arbitration. · 

The position of my country, as appears from a recent discussion of the Committee for 
Foreign Affairs of the French Chamber, is as follows : when the French Government signed a 
Protocol in October 1924, it signed at the same time its adherence to the clause of Article 36, 
subject to the ratification of the Protocol. This means that from the outset its attachment to 
the clause of Article 36 was not in doubt. When, in the Committee for Foreign Affairs of the 
Chamber, we recently resumed a discussion of the question-in agreement with the Govern
ment and as "the result of a note of the Minister for Foreign Affairs-we pointed out that 
evidently the ratification of the Protocol was not a supposition which we completely discarded, 
but the facts of the case compelled us to state that its practical realisation was at least deferred. 
In these circumstances, it seemed to us that to subordinate our adherence to the clause of 
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. f 'thful we might remain to the Protocol,. 

Article 36 to the ratification of the Protocol, h?':"ever hf~h would not be realisable in practice. 
would be to attach to our adherence a co~dibon w d that our adherence to the clause of 

. We agreed that this condit~on should be WJthdra;a{it~tion of the Protocol. . 
Article 36 should be made mdepen~ently of any h' h will show the importance attached by 

I would, however, ?raw at~enbon to a fact w t~c the work on which we are engaged. . In 
the Committee for Fore1gn Affmrs of th~ Chamber th oint of meeting under the resolution 
view of the fact that the S~curity Committ~e was.o~ w: Eave come together, in order _to find 
of the Assembly of 1927, m accordance t~,t~hwhl~use of arbitration and to co-ordinatmg and 
a means of giving further encourageme~ 0 e c . n Affairs assumed as a hypothesis that 
generalising that proce~ure,_ t:Re Comm~tt~ f?r [~~~1d be adopted. In those circumstances, 
a general treaty of arbitration su~h a~ It e~~~ f le 36 was a step towards arbitration of less 
it thought that the adherence to t e cause 0 r IC It took this view for a simple reason. It 
importance than adherence to the g~neral trea:~h undertaking implied in adherence to the 
is still necessary to define exactly t e scope 0 

. e aver recise list from which it seems that 
•cl.ause of Ar~icle 36. ArtiCle 36, paragr~p~ 4, ~onft~~:ernati~Jal Justice' are disputes of a pur~ly 
disputes wh1ch come to the .Perma~en dhou: 0 t Article 

3
6 States were undertaking to bnng 

legal character, and that therefore, m a enng o , . 

these disputes before t~e Jo~rt. . d fi ld f disputes which are not of a legal character. 

I do ~~~r~h~~e:rf~~~:~~~i;ti~ ~~[u ~
1

s:y :tat\tesed disp~te~h~~~f~~:ci~%:~~s~h:hf~~t ~~~! 
obviously endanger the mamtenance of peace. e o no ' ' t f t 
adherence to the clause of Article 36, important and desi~abb1 le :sit ;na>: bdile~~~~ 0~ ~ ;~~~~~l 
the unfortunately wide field both of danger and poss1 e 1sas er m sp . h' 
character-in other words, disputes which are not legal, and which therefore do not come Wit m 
the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court at The Hague. h . 

In conclusion as the Chairman very justly remarked, it appears froll!' t~e very aut on
tative declaration~ which have been made in this Committee that to p_ers1st m the endeavo~r
to frame a general arbitration treaty will bring us to '! deadlock. In sp1te of that, however, 1t 
is recognised-and this is a very courteous and confident concession made ~y ~ur colleague_s- · 
that it may be interesting to define the general lines of such a treaty. It IS, m fact, p~ss1ble 
that such a definition will act as a stimulus, but in reality the Committee has moved !n the 
direction of speci~l tre~ties. This circumstance means that adherence to the clau~e of Article 36 
resumes its previOus Importance. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I thank the delegates of Germany and France for the important 
declarations which they have just made on the attitude of their respective Governments 
concerning arbitration. . · . . . . . 

I will venture to propose that we ask the Draftmg Committee to frame a recommendation 
in the sense indicated by M. Politis. \ 

This proposal was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Rapporteur has suggested in paragraph 41 the framing of two 
recommendations which I have quoted. I propose to refer them to the Drafting Committee. 

M. POLITIS (Greece).- M. Holsti proposes in effect that a recommendation should be made 
that the Permanent Court should be recognised as a common law jurisdiction by means of two 
procedures. The first procedure would consist in inserting an arbitration clause in every general 
treaty under which the Court would be given competence for any dispute relating to the inter
pretation or application of the treaty in question. By the second procedure, the competence 
of the Court for all legal disputes would be recognised in special arbitration treaties. 

I willingly accept the first proposal. It does seem to me useful that for the interpretation 
and application of the treaties there should be constituted a sole jurisdiction. That jurisdiction 
has been in course of preparation since the Court began working at The Hague, and has already 
been applied to numerous treaties. · . 

I should, however, hesitate to accept the second proposal. I believe that it is desirable to 
leave States which enter into a special treaty free not to submit all disputes of a legal character 
which may arise with other States invariably to the Court at The Hague. It is possible . 
that, according to the special relations of the contracting countries, disputes, even of a legal 
character, not anticipated when the arbitration treaty is concluded may be of such a character 
that the parties consider that a special arbitration tribunal would offer them a safer guarantee 
and leave them easier in their minds. I think that the adoption of the second procedure would 
rather hinder than facilitate the movement towards the conclusion of special arbitration 
treaties. · -

I will therefore ask that the first recommendation should be retained and the second 
discarded. · 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany).- To a certain extent I associate myself with the declarations 
o_f ~1. Politis. I _think, with him, that it would not be des~rable t.o establish as an absolutely 
ng~d rule that disputes of a legal character should always m special treaties of arbitration be 
ref~rred to the Permanen~ Court at The Ha?ue. It is easy to imagine disputes of a legal character 
wh1ch have at the same time a very techmcal character, and for the solution. of such disputes 
the Court w?uld not perhaps always be quite adequate. Moreover, an endeavour should be 

. made to avo1d overburdening _the Co~rt with work with which it would not be very familiar. 
Personally, however, I d1d not mterpret the recommendations of M. Holsti so strictly 

for the Rapporteur says in effect that such disputes should be referred to ~he Court whei:J.eve; 
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possible. As a general rule, I approve the suggestion that disputes of a legal character should 
be referred to the Court at The Hague. ~s the representative of th~ British Empire pointed 
ou! yester~ay, such a procedu~e would &lve th~ Court an opportumty of framing a system 
of mternahonallaw. The Draftmg Committee m1ght endeavour to find a more elastic formula. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think that there is no difference of opinion within the Committee 
concerning the first proposal of the Rapporteur. I accordingly consider that proposal as adopted. 

M. PoLITis (Greece). -There does not seem to be any disagreement either as to the second 
recommendation. I entirely accept what M. von Simson has just said. It would be sufficient 
to find a formula somewhat more elastic than the one to which .he referred whenever 
possible. Something must be found which will clearly indicate that the parties are free to 
choose another tribunal if they so desire. · 

. The CHAIRMAN.- The two proposals will accordingly be referred to the Drafting Committee, 
wh1ch will take account of the observations which have been made within this Committee. 

The proposal was adopted. 

15; Discussion of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conclliatl~n: Chapter Ill, Paragraph 
42, and Chapters IV, V and VI. · 

The CHAIRMAN. - We will now pass to the chapters on conciliation. I think that it is 
preferable to discuss at the same time the whole problem of conciliation. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I would like to say a few words concerning the general 
conciliation treaty, and I will begin by stating that the Italian delegation entirely agrees 
with the point of view expressed on this subject by the French delegation in Point VIII of 
its Observations (Annex 4). The French delegation has given an entirely exact idea of the 
value and the desirability of having a general conciliation treaty. I ask my colleagues, however, 
for permission to submit to them my own point of view . 

. We also note that the Covenant already offers a general system of conciliation which may 
be applied to all disputes which arise. It can very easily be argued that this system may be 
completed by special conciliation treaties which would render easier the pacific solution of a 
dispute by leaving it to be dealt with by the parties in question on the basis of a procedure 
contemplated in advance and accepted by them. It does not, however, seem to be useful to 
provide a system of general conciliation to be added to that already-embodied in the Covenant. 

The system which consists. in providing a first phase of conciliation before the Council 
gets to work may have advantages, but it also has disadvantages. Such a procedure may help 
to elucidate the subject of the dispute, but may, at the same time, render it difficult for the 
Council to propose to the parties with the full weight of its authority certain solutions already 
unsuccessfully proposed by the conciliation commission. 

It accordingly seems desirable to leave the two States by means of special conciliation 
agreements free to adopt or not to adopt of their own initiative this system of preliminary 
conciliation, and it would perhaps not be very desirable to fix by a general agreement regula
tions according to which the work of conciliation of the Council would only come after that of 
the conciliation commission. Moreover, it would be difficult, as the Rapporteur himself 
emphasises, to co-ordinate the two systems. 

It therefore seems to me neither necessary nor desirable to adopt a general conciliation 
treaty. There already exists in the Covenant a system whose application is entrusted to.. a 
body which enjoys a great moral authority. 

0 

0 • 

The point which I most emphatically insist upon is that nothing should be done wh1ch 
may prejudice the powers enjoyed by the Council under the Covenant. 

M. RoLIN ]AEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I would ask permission to say a very few words on 
the question because, as you perhaps remember, I drew attention·in our general discussion to 
the possibility, in default of an agreement upon a general arbitration and conciliation conven
tion, of falling back upon the idea of a general conciliation convention. I must confess that I 
did not think it likely that an agreement would be reached in favour of a general arbitration 
convention, and it seems to me that the achievement of a general conciliation agreement 
would mark a progress of which public opinion would certainly be sensible. The achievement 
of such a convention would also indicate an understanding between the States which would 
constitute a beginning and be capable of development in the future. 

· I see .that there have been almost unanimous objections from the various delegations, 
although the reasons for those objections may be different. In the 'French note, which I have 
before me (Annex 4), it is stated in Point III that "a system for the pacific settlement of inter
national disputes which only includes conciliation procedure without arbitration, even for 
conflicts of a juridical nature, seems to the French delegation to be inadequate". I am 

absolutely of the same opinion, and I am speaking for the Belgian Government. The attitude 
of the Belgian Government is shown by its signature of Article 36 of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. We are, in the first place, in favour of the 
settlement of legal disputes by means of arbitration, but, in default of a general agreement in this 
direction, a general agreement of conciliation seems to me desirable. 
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But on ;he other side I have al~o heard it said that it does not matter whether this or 
that sol~tion is adopted, a~ the Covenant already provides the necessary procedure, and that 
to rovide an alternative would be to diminish the value of the C_ovenant. . 

pIn face of this objection, I dare no longer insist that the Dra~tu_Ig Cornrntttee sh,<>~d under
take to prepare a general conciliation agreement. I renounce thts tdea the more ~tllin~ly as I 
have noted that the Drafting Committee will be required to draw up.a general arbtt~abonhand 
conciliation agreement, which I personally prefer; therefore I constder that my vtews ave 
been met, at least provisionally. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think I may conclude from the speeches which have just been made 
that there is no opposition to the system of conciliation in itself. . . . 

In 1922 the Assembly of the League of Nations adopted a resolution drawmg the attent!on 
of all the Members of the League to the advantages of con~iliation as. a ~et~od of sett~t!'lg 
disputes, and inviting them to conclude conventions with a VIew to the mstitution of conctha-
tion commissions. . . 

The representative of Belgium has said that, in ~~s ?pinion, there. IS no need to frame a 
special model treaty embodying the procedure of concthabon, but that 1t ~ould be p~eferable 
to combine conciliation and arbitration in a single treaty. As the Draftmg Co~rntttee has 
been asked to prepare such a combined treaty, it does not seem to me that there IS any need 
to ask it to draw up a model conciliation treaty pure and simple. 

· Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I rise again to emphasise the great importance attache~ by my 
Government to conciliation and investigation as a means of avoiding disputes. I have listened 
with great interest to what the honourable representative of Belgium has said with regard to 
the combination of arbitration and conciliation in a single treaty. If it is possible to accept such 
a proposal from the Drafting Committee, I would agree to it, but I would like to make sure 

·that this Committee is given every opportunity to consider most carefully a proposal with regard 
to conciliation and investigation. I think this Committee would lose a great opportunity if 
it did not give to conciliation and investigation their proper place in the settlement of inter
national disputes. In the opinion of my Government, they are by far the most important, and 
this view is based on years and years of experience with arbitration and also with conciliation 
and investigation ; so that I would not wish to see a draft come back from the Drafting Com
mittee dealing simultaneously with arbitration and conciliation and discover that the two 
combined are unacceptable. In that way we might overlook conciliation. I want to make sure 
that conciliation and investigation, as a means of settling international disputes, will have the 
full and careful consideration of the prafting Committee and then of this Committee. 

M_. VALDES-MENDEVILi.E (Chile). - I am happy to support the observations of the repre
sentative of Canada, and I would refer to paragraph 42, which is as follows : 

" The treatment of the question of conciliation depends to some extent on whether 
an endeavour is to be made to draft a general arbitration treaty. " -

I~ this C?nnection, .Lord Cushendun ha~ o?ser':'ed that no decision has been taken by the 
Cornrntttee, etther una!~Irnously or by a rnaJonty, rn favour of drafting a general arbitration 
treaty. No one has obJected to a model treaty of this kind being examined but there has not 
been any formal- decision. ' 

I ~hin~ that it is essential not to connect the question of conciliation procedure with that · 
of arbttratron procedure, but that an endeavour should be made as stated in paragraph 43 
to ?raw up a general concili.ation treaty on the basis of the five p;oposals of the Rapporteurs: 
which ~eern to me to be qmte acceptable. 

The second of these proposals consists in laying down that the "conciliation commission" 
should be permanent .. I think it wo~d be better to refer to "commissions of conciliation". As 
to a general treaty, It would be a~vtsable to provide for several types. The model to which 
I ve~~ur~d to refe~ t~e other day •. and which is a .regional conciliation treaty, provides for two 
conciliation corn!lltss~ons. We rntght well be gmded by this example. I had requested the 
Bureau to su~rnit thrs trea~y to the Drafting Committee as a basis of study . 

. Another Important pomt has reference to the co-ordination of conciliation treaties with 
Articl.e I~ of the ~ovenant. Like the Rapporteurs, I will forbear from going into a thorou h 
exarnmatlon of thts question. I will merely state, with reference to the example wh · h g_ 
quoted ?f a _tr~aty con<:lude~ by C~i~e, that in negotiations which are at present proce~di;s 
concermng strnilar treaties thts prov!Slon has been abandoned. g 

I wo'!ld venture to dr~w attentiol! to a mistake in paragraph 45. The paragraph r'efers to 
; treaty srgne.d J;>etween Chile and Spam •. wh~reas the treaty in question was between Chile and 

Swe~el!. It IS trnportant to correct this rntstake, as the treaty which we have sign d 'th 
pam IS a corn_Pulsory arbitration treaty. e W! 

. In conc.lusron, ~ wo~d add that the solution proposed in paragraph 46 should in · 
~ec~~~~ S_Pecral consrderatron. It consists in recognising the jurisdiction of the Co~nciFY ;~~· 
JUns rctton of the conciliation commission as parallel instances. . an . e 

deleg~te~0~f S~~~~~~G=~~a~hlie -ls ';~~d k~~~ toth:p~ort the ~pinion expressed by the 
gr~atest irnpor~ance to the procedure of conciliatio~. I wille~:a~e e~;erhmen: attaches the 
saidon the subJeCt, but I would draw your attention to the rn p dw atf have already 

ernoran urn o my Government 
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(Annex I, pages 176-I7S). On the question whether it is necessary to frame a general 
arbitration and conciliation treaty only, or in addition a treaty of conciliation pure and 
simple. In the view of my Government, it would be sufficient to frame an arbitration and 
conciliation treaty, since we are in favour of these two procedures. I support, however, the 
conclusion of the Rapporteur which suggests that special attention should be given to concilia
tion and that the framing of a general conciliation treaty should be considered in the event 
of a general arbitration treaty not being favoured. As the representative of Canada has 
emphasised, there is a certain dangt!t in combining the two procedures of arbitration and 
conciliation in the same draft, since one portion of the members of the Committee cannot 
accept the arbitral procedure. For that reason, it seems to me important'to frame a treaty of 
conciliation pure and simple. 

My Government, however, does not attach cardinal importance to the establishment of 
a general conciliation treaty. We stated in our memorandum that "such a scheme for 
peaceful settlement of disputes could be embodied both in bilateral and in multilateral 
treaties". The German Government, however, considers that it is very important for a general 
system of conciliation to be provided, and I think that the Drafting Committee might examine 
this question in detail. 

The German Government in its memorandum indicates that, in its opinion, it is important 
,o consider these questions thoroughly. The German Government states : . 

"The idea of settling all disputes of an exclusively political character by a compulsory 
_and final decision to be pronounced by an arbitral tribunal cannot be realised in present 
circumstances-. An advance, however, may be made in this direction by adopting other 
procedures which, taking into account the legitimate needs of the nations and of their 
development, will ensure in practice, as far as possible, the settlement of their disputes." 

This is the point which seems to us important. We must find a method to settle all disputes 
by means of conciliation. I think that on this point a work of the utmost importance can be 
done by the Drafting Committee. 

As regards the relations between the conciliation treaties and the Covenant, my Govern
ment holds that this too is a point of great importance. It is necessary that an attempt should 
be made to increase the value and the authority of the recommendations made by conciliation 
tribunals by bringing them into relation with those which come from jurisdictions provided by 
the Covenant. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). -Mention is made in paragraph 4S of the clause of a treaty. 
I will not say much concerning it because we have learned it no longer exists, as I understood 
from the speech of the honourable delegate of Chile, according to which the parties who have 
signed a conciliation treaty cannot for the moment make use of Article IS. The memorandum 
on this subject points out that the question whether this result is desirable in all cases and 
whether it is fully compatible with the system of the Covenant constitutes a problem which 
will require a thorough study. This applies also to the whole question of the co-ordination of 
the treaty of conciliation with Article IS of the Covenant. 

I would contribute modestly to this study by rais1ng two questions. 
The first deals with the following point : if a treaty of conciliation contains a clause that 

any dispute which has not been settled by conciliation under the treaty shall be referred to the 
Council, which will act as provided in Article IS, it enlarges the mandate of the Council. 

Take, for example, Article I7 of the Swedish draft. It is said in that article that : 

" If the two parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termi
nation of the labours of the Conciliation Commission, the question shall, at the request 
of either party, be brought before the Council of the League of Nations, which shall deal 
with it in accordance with Article IS of the Covenant of the League." 

According to the Covenant, the Council can only deal under Article IS with disputes 
which may lead to a rupture, whereas the Swedish draft applies to all disputes of whatever 
kind in which the parties mutually contest a right and which it has been impossible to settle 
by friendly negotiation. There is here a difference which may be fairly important. It seems 
necessary to ask whether the organisation and methods of work of the Council permit of this 
extension of its powers, which may perhaps be considerable. It may also be asked whether the 
fact of bringing disputes before the Council which are not in themselves very serious would not 
give to such disputes a regrettable and perhaps dangerous importance. 

Moreover, if disputes which have been submitted to a conciliation procedure and ·which 
are not in themselves of a nature to be referred to the Council under Article IS, because they 
are not yet considered als likey to lead to a rupture of the peace, are in fact submitted to the 
Council and "if the Council decides in regard to them under Article IS, the question arises 
whether in that case paragraph 7 of Article IS would apply. 

That is the first question which I would wish to raise. 
The second is as follows: If, on the one hand, it is necessary to ask whether it is desirable that 

a special agreement, or even a collective agreement on conciliation, should extend the mandate 
of the Council under Article IS, it may also be asked, on the other hand, whether the competence 
of the Council under Article IS can be diminished by a special or collective agreement. 

I do not, of course, dispute the automatic effect which the extension of arbitration will 
have on the conciliatory mission of the Council. That· effect follows from the first paragraph 
of Article IS, which refers to disputes likely to lead to a rupture of the Covenant and which 
are not subject to the procedure of arbitration. I would, however, draw attention to the fact 
that the League of Nations, in establishing the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
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· 1 d f th onciliation procedure provided by 
has thought it. desira?le, in order htobexfc u t~ r~:Urt ~o cadd a few words to this paragraph: 
Article IS conflicts wh1ch are b:oug t e ore e , 
The paragraph is in the followmg terms : . . . . d. t rkel to lead 

"If there should arise between Members of the L~ag~e. any llspu te" 1 Y . 
to a rupture which is not submitted to arbitration or JUd~c~al sett emen · 
Th 1 t d w re added when the Permanent Court was set up. f 
Th:rea~a;o~e sa le~al advantage in the right which ~tates have to resort to the procedure o 

Article IS Paragraph 2 of Article I2 states that : . . . 
,; In any case under this article, the report of the Council shall be made w1thm SIX 

· months after the submission of the dispute." . 
1 would draw attention to the serious consequences which th~ proce_dur~ before the Co.uncil 

may entail and 1 wonder whether that procedure would be applicable 1n v1r~ue of h spectf or 
even a coll~ctive agreement. I speak with all reserve imposed .bY the ~omple~1ty oft e prot em. 
It would perhaps be preferable to make no allusio~ tc;> Article IS m _spec!~ agre~men s, 0h 
in collective agreements of conciliation. We might lim1t our.selves to 1nserh:I?g a P rase s~c 
as is contained in the resolution of the Assembly of I922, wh1ch reserves the r~ghts andd ob~ga
tions mentioned in Article rs of the Covenant. If my fea~s. w~re well f?und~d, 1t v.:o.ul per aps 
be better not to refer either to the co-ordination of conc~mtwn t.r~at.Ies w1th .Article IS of the 
Covenant, but merely to recognise that special or collective concilmhon treaties are and must 
·remain subordinate to Article IS. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - The last speaker has raised some extremely impor
tant points, but they are under Chapter V, whic~ I did not know we had yet reached. The 
very few observations which I wish to make are d1rected not .to Ch~pter V but to Chapter IV. 
I think the points he has raised will deserve very careful consideration later. OI?. " 

I want to refer to the numbered paragraphs in paragraph 43, where 1t IS stated : The 
following ideas might be taken as the basis of a system of conciliation". I think t~ese ideas 
illustrate what the disadvantages I have already intimated are, both of general treaties and of 
all treaties of this sort which provide for a great number of different subject-matters. 

Paragraph 2 says. that the conciliation commission should be permanent. I ask, Why? 
I have not h~ard any reason given why the. conciliation commiss!on shou~d b~ perman.e?t. 
I think I am right in saying that at the present moment we have m operation m the Bnhsh 
Empire treaties of both types. We have someti~es. found it desirabl~ to h~ve a per~an~nt 
commission. You can have a permanent commission very appropnately m an arbitration 
treaty with some particular nation with whom you have well-defined relations and between 
whom and yourself you know fairly well the sort of difficulties that may arise. You can, in that 
case quite appropriately, safely and usefully establish a permanent commission and you may 
decide beforehand what its constitution shall be. . 

On the other hand, there are a great many disputes which may arise where those conditions 
do not obtain, and there it is very much more convenient-we have always found it so and 
I am sure other people will find the same-to wait until the occasion arises before deciding 
what the nature of the commission shall be. It may be, for example, that the particular dispute 
which is to go to conciliation may have reference to maritime rights or fishing rights or some
thing of that sort. It may then be very desirable to have on the Commission some person 
with expert knowledge of that class of subject. A totally different matter of dispute might 
come up, however, where you did not want an expert on fishing or maritime business, but 
where it might be extremely important to have an expert on engineering business. We have 
always found it very much better to reserve the personnel of the tribunal which is to try the 
case until you know with whom the dispute arises and the subject-matter to be discussed. 

I do not see any reason, therefore, why, if we are to have a model treaty, we should compel 
?tates to establish a permanent conciliation commission, which might be very hampering and 
mconvenient and have exactly the effect we wish to avoid of restricting rather than stimulating · 
resort to this sort of tribunal. 

. .Then, surely it !s quite unnecessary to go still further and to say so precisely that the com
mission sho~ld cons1st of five ~?embers. Why five members ? I rather object, if I may say 
so, to these 1deas, because th~y illustrate a tenden~:y to fetter the discretion which it is extremely 
useful to preserve and wh1ch very often facilitates the submission of a matter either 
to an arbritati?n court or a conciliat~on commission. I have no objection to the number five 
~nd ~ daresay m a great m~ny cases 1t would be a very useful number : but I can quite well 
1magme other cases where 1t would be very much more convenient to have three members or 
mo;e t~an five members. Why .should we _in thi~ way impose fetters and bonds beforehand, 
~rymg to ~oresee all the cases wh1cli may anse, wh1ch we cannot possibly do, instead of leaving 
1t to sensible people of goodwill to set up such a ·tribunal as they may find convenient and 
useful when the circumstances with which they have to deal are known ? I would like at 
all events, some explanation of why we are to be tied in this particular way. Then I com~ to 
No. 4 : , 

" While the proceedings are in progress, the parties should u·ndertake to refrain from 
any action which might aggravate the dispute.". . . · . . · 

h I have no objection whatever in principle to that; it appears to me to be perfectly right 
t at every~ody should ab~ta~n. from doing anything to aggravate· the dispute.·. It.· causes 
m~ a certam amount o~ m1s~~mg, however, w~en I see inserted in what, after all-if this is 
g~!lt t.o be of any serv1ce-1s-m the nature of mternationallegislation a phrase of that sort 
w 1c IS hcapable of such innumerable interpretations. I ask myself whether these five gentle~ 
men-w oever they may be-who are to constitute the conciliation commission will, with the 



best. will in the world and the most commanding intellects, always be in a position to say 
precJse_ly that suc_h-and~such action aggravates the dispute. WJ:;tat is going to be the principle 
on wh1ch they will dec1de ? It appears to me that people nught be submitting themselves 
under such a clause as that to a very precarious state of affairs. I think you are placing or 
seeking to place a responsibility on the conciliation commission which it would be extremely 
difficult for it to assume or, having assumed, conscientiously to discharge. 

"The Commission of Conciliation might indicate to the parties the provisional 
measures which it would be desirable to adopt." 

. There, again, we are assuming a critical state of affairs where a dispute has arisen which 
may )?OSSibly lead to danger. That state of affairs is amply provided for by the Covenant. There 
are disputes, however, which are troublesome and which require to be settled, but which do 
not really lead to the danger of war or require the machinery of the Covenant to be applied to 
them-at all events, at the particular stage which I am assuming. Possibly the Council of 
the League of Nations, with all its international prestige, might, if the danger of war were acute, 
be abl~ to l'ay down certain provisional measures which it would be desirable to adopt, but I 
really cannot believe that any conciliation commission I can imagine would really be competent 
to say what provisional measures should be adopted. What is it that is intended ? Is it financial 
measures or military measures ? What is in contemplation when we talk of indicating to the 
parties the provisional measures it would be desirable to adopt ? If a provision of that sort 
appears in the model treaties which we are to recommend, and to which we are to give our 
sanction, I think it will require the most careful consideration of every word of the clause which 
contains a provision of that sort. I do not want to discuss it in detail now, because it is much 
better to leave it to the Drafting Committee. I have such a high opinion of the Drafting Com
mittee that I have not the least doubt that, when its members get round a table discussing this 
matter, they will very clearly see the sort of difficulties which have occurred to me more or 
less on the spur of the moment, and which I am not prepared at the present moment to analyse 
as far as they require to be analysed; but I do think it would be desirable for the Committee 
to beware of the notion that, in any model treaty we can recommend, all these ideas, especially 
those to which I have referred, can very properly find a place. · 

There is one other matter to which I want to refer, because I think it is relevant to what 
we are now discussing. I turn to the conclusions of this report, and I find in No.5: "that 
consideration be given to the distinction between juridical and non-juridical disputes ". I very' 
thoroughly agree with that proposal, as I have already explained earlier this afternoon. 
Non-juridical disputes are those which will be submitted, no doubt in the majority of cases, to 
the conciliation procedure upon which we are engaged at the moment. " That consideration 
be given to the distinction . . . with a view to the framing of special rules in regard to 
procedure and decisions"-! particularly call attention to these concluding words-"so as to 
facilitate the acceptance of arbitration for non-juridical disputes". I am not quite certain in 
what sense the word " arbitration " is there used, but, as I tried to explain to the Committee 
this morning, we in Great Britain draw a very clear distinction between juridical and non
juridical, and we do not want to see non-juridical disputes referred to arbitration, because, 
as I explained, in our view it is only those juridical disputes which can be settled by the appli
cation of principles of law that can properly be submitted to arbitration. This we distinguish from 
conciliation, which we think suitable for non-juridical disputes. I would therefore like, so far 
as I respectfully may, to insist that the Drafting Committee, so far as we can instruct it, should 
make it quite clear that non-juridical disputes are not to be sent to arbitration but to concilia
tion; and I think, from what I have heard in the Committee, that that view is very generally 
accepted. I think it quite possible that the clause, as it stands in the conclusions, really agrees 
with my view, and that the word " arbitration " is used in rather a different sense, because 
the word "arbitration " has very often been used, as we think, rather loosely to cover both 
classes of dispute. I think it is a matter of such importance that I should like to be quite clear 
upon it before we pass from the chapter in which this machinery for conciliation is dealt with. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I desire to point out that the discussion concerns the whole of the 
chapters dealing with conciliation. 

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - I hope you will forgive me if I intervene in this discussion as 
a substitute member of the Committee. Since our first delegate for Sweden is to-day in the 
Chair and is consequently prevented from putting forward the point of view of the Swedish 
Government, I desire to say something in view of the fact that several members have referred 
to the draft on arbitration and conciliation which the Swedish Government has submitted. 

The delegate of the Netherlands, M. Rutgers, wondered at the outset whether it was really 
necessary to insert in such a draft general treaty the provision contained in Article I7 of the 
Swedish draft, which is to the following effect : 

"If the two parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termi
nation of the labours of the Conciliation Commission, the question shall, at the request of 
either party, be brought before the Council of the League of Nations, which shall deal with 
it in accordance with Article IS of the Covenant of the League." 

I wish to draw the attention of the representative of :the Netherlands and all other members 
of the Committee to the fact tha:t this provision is a reproduction of a similar provision in the 
Locarno Agreements. It is to be found in Article IS of the Arbitration Convention concluded 
between Germany and Belgium and also in the other arbitration treaties of Locarno. The 
Swedish Government, in drawing up its draft, tried to model it as closely as possible on the 
Locarno Agreements, of whic~ the value is recognised and of which the provisions have been 



submitted to a very close preliminary examination. The objections which M. Rutgers has made 
to the Swedish draft should therefore be applied equally_ to the Locarn_o Agr~ements. 

As far as the substance is concerned, I cannot but thmk that there 1s considerable advantage 
to be gained in cases where the procedure before the speci~ C~nciliation <;om~issiOI_l has been 
exhausted without achieving agreement. between the ~artles, ~f a~ o~gamsabon exists be! ore 
which the dispute shall in any case be laid. Though th1s orgamsation IS not a court of arbitra
tion-which might be of still greater advantage-it is ~seful to endeav.our. at any rate to 
induce the parties to agree that the dispute should be submitted to an orgamsation of the League 
of Nations which can, if necessary, bring the proper pr~ssure to bear.. . . 

The representative of the Netherlands has also ra1sed the question of the co-ordmabon 
between the Council and the-conciliation commissions. I fully agree with him that the question 
is very difficult and complicated. M. Unden devoted a great part of his speech to this question 
in the general discussion. He pointed out that it raised various points which must be taken 
into consideration. On the one hand, he emphasised that it seemed incontestable that the 
Council should not in principle interfere with the duties of a conciliation commisl?ion without 
very grave reason, and that it would be desirable in principle to leave such conciliation com
missions to carry out their task. On the other hand, there are certain cases in which the Council 
must intervene in order to maintain peace when a grave dispute has arisen. It is for- this 
reason that M. Unden said that he hoped that the final report of the Committee would empha
sise more definitely than the memorandum of the Rapporteur that it is only in exceptional 
cases-that is to say, in cases which really endanger peace-that the Council ought to declare 
itself competent to deal with a dispute which, according to a treaty .in force, ought in the 
first instance to be submitted to a conciliation commission. I think it very difficult to insert 
provisions of this nature in a general draft convention, but I think it would be possible perhaps 
to insert in the reports certain considerations of the kind to which I have given expression. I 
think in any case that it is desirable that the Drafting Committee should bring all its attention 
to bear on this problem. . 

Lord Cushendun also .criticised somewhat severely the point inserted in paragraph 43 of the 
memorandum of M. Holsti. He wondered, at first, why the conciliation commission had 
to be permanent. For my part, I think that in principle it would be an advantage to have 
permanent commissions, but if it is a question of a general convention, it is obviously diffi
cult to choose a permanent commission to deal with every possible combination of countries. 
The Swedish draft contains a provision in this respect to which I should like to draw your 
attention. Article 5 is as follows : . 

" The Conciliation Commission, to which the disputes referred to in Article 3 
~ust be suJ;>mitted, s~ill either be permanent or speciilly set up for the settlement of the 
d1spute wh1ch has ansen between the parties. 
. " On a request to that effect being sent by one of the signatory States to another 

s1gnatory_State, a ~ermanent Conciliation Commission shill be instituted. If, at the time 
when a ~1sput~ a:1ses, _no permanent. conciliation commission appointed by the Parties 
to th~ _dispute 1s m existence, a special Commission, constituted in accordance with the 
proviSions of the present Convention, shall be set up to investigate the said dispute." . 
The system provided for in this article of the Swedish draft is therefore as follows : If a 

party ~~q~ests, in t~e ~ase ofanydisputeitmayhavewithaparticularState, the establishment of 
a concilmtwn comm1ss_wn, such a commission should be established. If in the relations between 
two Stat~s the es!abhshment of such a ~er;'llall:ent <;ommission is notrequested and, conse
quentl_Y, .If there 1s. no permanent ·com:nission m existence when a dispute arises, a special 
commiSSI?n should m that case be constituted, composed in conformity with the provisions of 
the Swe~sh draft, ~or. the examination of the particular dispute. 

I thmk tha~ this.Is t_he way in which the difficulties pointed out by Lord Cushendun may 
be solved and h1s hesitations overcome . 

. Lord C~shendun ~so ~aid special emphasis on point 4 of paragraph 43 of the report 
wh1ch contams the. obhg~t10n for the parties t? refrain, during the course of the procedure: 
from ~ny act w_h1ch m1ght aggravate the d1spute, and which authorises the conciliation 
commiSSion to pomt out to the parties th~ provisional measures necessary . 

. As ~ have already pointe~ out •. Lord Cushendun has been somewhat· se~ere in his criti
Cis~s With regard to the considerations put forward. by the Rapporteur. I would however 
tomt ou_t that the ~app?rteur appears to have cop1ed exactly the Locarno Treaty In th~ 
on':e~twn. on ~rb1trahon between Germany and Belmum you will find th f. ll · · 

proviSIOns m Article 19 : o· e o owmg 

"The· German ll;nd Belgiu~ Governments undertake respectiveiy . . . to abstain 
frof!l. ill measures likely to have a repercussion . prejudicial to the execution of th 
~~c;~~~ or to th~ ~r~~gementds :proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Counc~ 

h
. h eague o a Ions, an m general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever 

w 1c .. may aggr_a_va!e or exten:d the dispute. 
arb"t ~~ ~oncal!hahoth Cpommission, or, if the latter has not been notified thereof the 

. I .ra n un or e. er~anent Court of International Justice . . . shallla do 
Wlthm the shortest poss1ble hme the provisional measures to be ado ted. Y wn 

The ~~:i~i~~ ~: i_~~dR~EfhO:~~~~ ~~~r!f~r:e:ptp~~sA;qt~~YI9t artehthLerefore ~rAacticilly identical. 
o e ocarno greement. 

· M. HoLST! {Rapporteur). -Lord Cushendun has b d 
to me, but as M. Hennings the delegate of Swede een goo enough to put some questions 
explanations already, there i~ not much 1 need add. n, has been good enough to give some 



According to statistics, out of fifty-two treaties of this kind in existence, forty-nine have 
permanent conciliation commissions, and as regards membership, out of these fifty-two treaties 
forty-six provide for five members. ' 

So far as point 4 in paragraph 43 is concerned, numerous treaties contain stipulations to 
the same effect. I should like to say, therefore, that these principles which are recommended 
in the report are merely generalisations from treaties now in existence. 

. . 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). -I only wish to point out that the treaties referred to 
are bilateral treaties. It is quite clear that you can put a clause of this sort into a bilateral 
treaty with a particular nation when you know exactly where you are. My objection was to 
applying that sort of .clause to a general treaty, where you have not that knowledge. That 
also answers what was said as to the Locarno Treaty. There is no objection to it in the Locamo 
Treaty, which is in fact a bilateral treaty; it is only when you have a general agreement to 
which everybody may accede and which is a model to everybody that, in my opinion, it 
becomes impossible to have a provision of that sort. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I wish in a few words to cause the discussion to return to its 
starting-point. 

. The question is whether the Drafting Committee was or was not to be instructed to draw 
up a general treaty of conciliation. You have heard various members express doubts as to 
whether this work was opportune, and you have heard others who have, on the other hand, 
declared themselves entirely in favour of such a treaty. I belong to the latter group. In my 
view, to draw up a general treaty of conciliation will be of great use for several reasons. 

In the first place, such a treaty would be supplementary in cases where the collective treaty 
of arbitration and conciliation does not meet with final general approval when it is returned 
to us by· the Drafting Committee. · 

Even if such a model arbitration treaty is agreed to by the Committee, I think that it would 
still be of use for this Committee to submit to the League a model treaty of conciliation. 

The objection made against the draft appears to me to result from a confusion due to the 
fact that M. Holsti has spoken of the "conciliation commission". He seemed to mean that there 
would be but one organisation instituted; that being so, members were perfectly right, as was 
the case with General de Marinis, in expressing doubts as to whether there would not be some 

-. sort of authority competi,ng with the Council of the League. I think, however, that M. Holsti 
did not wish to make provision in any such model treaty of conciliation for a single organisation 
only. When it is examined by the Drafting Committee and eventually by the Council, it will 
be of advantage to make its provisions in this respect as supple as possible in order that a 
combination of separate commissions may be established, to sit as and when the parties may 
have reason to use them. . 

The usefulness of drafting such a treaty is, in my view, as follows : To-day, there are a 
large number of special conciliation treaties in existence. When they are studied, it is to be noted 
that they nearly all repeat themselves, that they possess a large number of provisions in 
common, and that, apart from these, there are some varying provisions. I think tlils fact shows 
us that a kind of codification, though of a fragmentary nature, of the important instrument 
of peace constituted by international conciliation has already been achieved. It will be of use 
to take a further step in this direction and to codify finally the general regulations concerning 
conciliation and lay them in a common framework before all States. 

The advantage in practice would 'be the following. In the future, a State which desires 
to conclude a conciliation convention with another country might simply adhere to a conven-
tion already in force. · 

I do not wish to be pedantic and quote you the figures, but it has been calculated that, by 
the present system of bilateral agreements, more than three hundred and fifty treaties would 
be necessary to establish conciliation as a general practice for our continent alone. Although 
(!1e number of treaties concluded is already considerable, the lapse of a certain number of 
years would still be necessary. If we have a general treaty in which the regulations already 
common to several treaties are inserted, States which, one after another, desire to conclude_ 
similar treaties would, by a single act of adhesion, increase the number of contracting States. 
In this way it is to be hoped that, in a relatively short time, such a system would become a 
common law, at any rate, I would repeat, in our continent. · 

These are the reasons why I am in favour of drafting a model collective treaty of concilia
tion, of whicb"the provisions shall be as supple as possible for the various reasons which I have 
explained. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We find ourselves in the same position as we were in regard to the 
question of arbitration. Some members of the Committee are in favour of a general treaty ; 
others are opposed to it: For the moment, there is no question of recommending these types 
of treaties but only of causing a model treaty to be drawn up by the Drafting Committee. 

The representative of Belgium was the first to propose that no action should be taken on 
the suggestion of the Rapporteur to the effect that such a treaty should be drafted. He has, 
however, now informed me that he will not press his proposal. In those circumstances, I 
think that all members of the Committee will agree to instruct the Drafting Committee to 
draft such a model treaty. We shall have an opportunity on a subsequent occasion of 
examining the text, but for the moment we shall make no recommendation. 
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As tar as th~ c~nciliati~n procedure is concerned, the composition of thec~ll!~ss~ons a:nd . 
·the co-ordination of the procedure of conciliation with th~ procedure of m~diatlon, ~h1ch · 
· belongs to the Council, I think that we ought to rely on the ~1sdom of the Draftl?g Comm1~tee. 
We shall also have an opportunity of discussing these questions when the Draftmg Committee . 
has submitted the results .of its ·work. . . · . . · · . .. 

. . M. RoLIN ]AEQUEMYNS (Belgium) . ...:__ I ~ish to explain what· the Chairman h~ just 
said with regard to my suggestion. It .would appear from what he ·said that. I had proposed 
that no instructions should be given to the Drafting Committee to draft a general treaty of 
conciliation. This ·is not quite what happened.· On the. contrary, I think I was the first to 
say that I was in favour of drafting a treaty of that kind. From motives of discretion and 
fearing lest the Drafting Committee shoilld be overburdened with work, I proposed that no 
action should be taken on this suggestion, thinking that we could return to it on a subsequent 
oct:asion in default of an agreement on a draft general treaty of arbitr,ation and conciliation. 
After having heard, however, the. proposals of the representatives of Canada and Germany 
and the subsequent remarks of M. Politis, I note that these colleagues of mine are in ·agreement 
with me. In those circumstances, I would be very happy if the Committee would examine the 
question of the general treaty of conciliation only, and I hope that it. will do so. . 

. The proposals of the Chairman were adopted, -

18, Discussion of the Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation: Chapter VII 
(Conclusions) and Paragraphs 50 and 51 (Sub-Annex).· 

·, ' .. 
The CHAIRMAN. - ~ t remains for us to discuss the conclusions of the report. I think, 

however, that we have discussed all the problems with which they deal. We will pass, there-
fore, to the Sub-annex of the memorandum; · · 

. M. VON SIMSON (Germany). -The paragraph sr deals with the various kinds of reservations 
wh1ch are ofte!l added to arbitration and conciliation agreements. I am far from denying that 
son;te Stat~s m1.ght be led to make such reservations. In principle, however, I think they are not 
desirable, m VIew of the fact that t;hey invariably weaken the value of the agreements. 
I hope, therefore, that our Committee will avoid any recommendation in favour of such 
reservations. · · 

. T~e CHAIRMAN.- The observations of M. von Simson will be submitted to the Drafting 
Committee. · · 

M. HoLSTI (Rapporteur);- You have been kind enough to go through the report which 
I have the honour to sub!ll1t for your. approval, and. I avail myself of this opportunity to 
e~tend.to ~.t~e delegates m the Comm1ttee my very smcere thanks for their learned and very 
frtendly CrttlC!SffiS. . 

The Committee rose at 7.30 p.m. 

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, Fef»:.uary 25th, rg;8, at ro.3o a.m. 

Chairman: M. UNDEN (Sweden). 

17. General Discussion of the Memorandum 9n Security Questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We are now to discuss the. memorandum of M p l't' · 
relating to s 't Th B · h · · o I IS on questions . ecun y. e ureau as rece1ved a note from the British delegat' (A · 
appendix 4, pages r66-r76). 10n nnex I, 

. M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I excuse myself for s k' t h b · · . . 
meeting, ~'!t I would like to submit a few general observatio~=~~~~e ~m to\ ernnmg of dthis 
of M. Politis .. As you have realised from the speeches which I h p r an memoran. urn 
mi feetinghs of this Committee, ~ often start from a differeqt point 0f~~e~f~~~ tr:tfe t~pr_;vfi~?S 

ear t at I may try the patience of the Committee if I re t · · ~ 0 · 0 IS. 
of the memorandum what I have already said on previoul~~a~X:O';:!ard to vanous paragraphs 

the !~c~~~~er~:a;~o!f~~e:~~?~;sm a~ig:tl~a~~fe~Ii~i; attac~es the utmost i.mportance to 
his attention chiefly to Article i6 of the Cov~nant and its ~~cunty. He accordingly devotes 
ment considers. that Article II of the Covenant should be give~~d~=:~es,l;;~ereas my Govern-

In these Circumstances, I would repeat in regard to h p · · 
in agreement with M. Politis, since tlte general idea ·unde~fc. phlagraph that I-al!l not entirely 
apparent. I would accordingly ask ou to reme b ~rng s memorandum 1s everywhere 
making once a,nd for all in discussing fhe whole of tmh er this gedneral observation, which I am 

N t · E ' . e memoran urn · . o coun ry m urope or even m the world is mor · t d · · · 
of. mcreasing security. Germany is disarmed whee m e:fte than G~rmany in !he question 
ne1g~bours, are not disarmed. This state of thln s reas e oth~r n~ttons, parttcularly her 
consider the increase of our security. · g prompts us mevttably very carefully to 



- 1 have ~eady several times expl~ned t~at, in our opinion, th~ conclusion of regional 
agreements IS not the only means of mcreasmg guarantees of secunty. The essential aim 
is not to suppress a war which has already broken out but to establish measures which 
may prevent it from arising. We do not think that it is in the spirit of the Covenant 
to create a system of measures intended to stop war .• The principal idea of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations is the prevention of war. · 

We believe -that measures of security cannot be effective without mutual confidence on 
-the part of the Members of the League. We consider that mutual confidence is no less important 

than mutual assistance. _ 
As.I have already saiQ_, regional agreements concluded between two or severai States -can only, 

in· our opinion, contribute to the stabilisation of peace if detailed discussions have taken place 
in advance with a view to clearing the political atmosphere between the countries concerned. 

Such discussions preceded the conclusion of the Locarno Treaties. I would here repeat 
that we appreciate the work of Locarno at its full value. Personally, I am entirely in favour 
of 'agreements of this character, and I must confess, not without some embarrassment after 
the somewhat sceptical criticism which the delegate of the British Empire directed :sresterday 
against permanent commissions, that I am a member of the Permanent Commission set up 
by the Locarno Treaties. I would add, however, that my French colleague and, I would 
_venture to say, my friend, M. Saydoux, once declared thaf we are members of a Commission 
which is permanently on holiday. We have, at any rate, had nothing to do up to the present, 
and in that respect we may be regarded as harmless. . 

Permit me to make a further remark as regards regional agreements. We believe that the . 
guiding principle of .the League of Nations is its universality, and we think that it is essential". 
to be very careful not to weaken this principle, which, in our opinion, is the very soul of the 
League, by adopting a regional principle, which would be the inevitable consequence of regional 
agreements if we give them too much prominence. It may be-and I draw your special 
attention to this point-that regionalism may threaten to dislocate the League. 

I venture to make these observations because I am of opinion that the reservations which 
I have submitted-above all, when I said that it was impossible to conclude regional treaties 
without previously abolishing all existing political divergences-should be taken into conside
ration if we recommend a system of regional treaties. 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). - I feel bound to intervene at the outset of this dis~ussion 
in order to show in a few words that the ideas which have just been explained are not as 
remote as might be imagined from the spirit which inspired the report submitted for your · 
discussion. 

M. von Simson has just said that tlle idea of Article 16, which is the idea of repressive 
action, constitutes the backbone of this report, and that it would be better to prevent rather 
than to repress war. In other words, that it wolild be better to establish ·confidence than to 
guarantee mutual assistance. 

I think we are separated merely by a slight difference of outlook, or, I might even say, a 
mere misunderstanding. I believe that we all agree, and that we cannot fail to agree, in declar
ing that it is infinitely better to prevent than to repress war, and that confidence is infinitely 
more valuable than mutual assistance. I would observe, however, that in any social organisation, 
even in those which are the most developed and the most civilised, and a fortiori in infant 
or embryonic organisations like that of the League of N a,tions, the two ideas cannot be separated.· 
In every direction an endeavour is made to prevent the evil, and repressive measures. are 
considered owing to their preventive value. Whenever a thing is prohibited, the sanction 
which should accompany this prohibition comes immediately into view, and the mere fact 
of defining the sanctionhas a preventive force. I need not go into too many details in order 
to appreciate the truth of this fact in regard to all organisations. · 

_ The same is true of confidence. Confidence is doubtless more valuable than assistance, 
but assistance also, .when it is provided for in advance, tends to increase confidence between 
States, as in society it increases confidence between men who are called upon tG collaborate 
and, if necessary, to render assistance. _ 

To abandon- these abstractions in order to put before you the concrete reality of the 
truths which I have just expressed, let me refer to the case of the Locarno Treaties. These 
treaties were established on the basis with which you are familiar, and there was no hesitation 
in providing for and organising mutual assistance. Did this result in a lack of confidence 
between the contracting parties? Is it not true, on the contrary, that these agreements 
have tended, and very happily tended, to increase confidence between the parties ? I would 
ask why it should be otherwise in other agreements of the same nature. We do not know in 
what part of the world such covenants may still be concluded, but we cannot say in advance 
that they are not likely to be concluded anywhere. In these circumstances, do not let us 
shut the door to the possibility of establishing agreements of this character, which, while 
organising but leaving in the background repressive measures and providing assistance, would· 
pave the effect of preventing a rupture of the peace and at the same time of increasing 
confidence between the contracting parties. . _ 

I would say the same in regard to the misgivings expressed by M. von Simson in regard to 
universality. We all desire the League of Nations to preserve the-universal character which · 
underlies its Covenant. We all desire to see this universality further developed, but the adoption 
of the univ-ersal formula which might have at once realised the security we are seeking did 
not depend on those who had the honour to support the thesis contained in this report. In 
default of a general system, it has been necessary to deal witll the problem piecem~al. and to 
proceed from the- specific to the universal. It is in this hope that we ask you to ·proceed in 
tlle direction of collective. security agreements, in order that, by their multiplication and 
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· · , d . niform progression we may one day arrive, 
repetition.accordmg to a common typetan a ual universal system' which for the moment h 
by a co-ordination of the agreements, a a gener • . 

impoFssible. h I t" s you will see that there are hardly any real divergences ?f prin-
rom t ese exp ana ton . . t d b erely verbal mtsunder-

ciple at issue and, as I said at the b~g~nmnh~· hwe ~\~e)~~~i:he/t~ yO:,u will finally remove 
standing I hope that the explanatiOns w tc w . . . h . 
this mis~riderstanding a~d enabl~ u~ unanimous~y to achi~V:e the ::Jt~~:~~e -P~=c~I:J~~~~~~ 

I would like now bnefly to mdtcate w?at, m my opm10n, _s _ 
of procedure in examining the question whtch we are now to discuss. . . h 

After the exchange of views which has just taken place, the next s_tep ts t~ reVIeW. t e 
various suggestions formulated in the memora~dum in o:der to determme . the mstructiom 
which this Committee wishes to give to the Draftmg Committee. 

I perceive three series of questions. . . 
The first deals with the model treaties of security to b~ elabora~ed_. I have mdtcate_d a 

certain nuinber of types: a coiiective security treaty embodym_g the prm~tple of non-a~gress10n, 
the pacific settlement of all disputes, and finally _mutual asst~tance ; btlater~l tre3:ties of t_he 
same character ; collective treaties of non-aggressiOn and pactfic settlement , spectal treaties 
of the same character. . · · f 

The first type offers, in my view, the greatest number of advantages f?r the s~cunty o 
States but I recognise that in certain cases such a type may not be practical, and that the 
States' would prefer not to go so far in undertaking en_gagements_. The States may p:ef~r to 
reJ;I~ain within the limits of a more modest treaty whtch embodtes only the other prmctples 
which I have enumerated, and in particular the principle of non-aggresst?n- . 

i I think it would be useful at once to frame all these types of treaty, m order to offer th~m 
all to the States for selection, it being understood that eac~ ~tate ~ll be free to make a chmce 
at its discretion, either adopting a type as a whole or combmmg vanous clauses taken irom the 
different models. · . 

The second series of questions relates to clauses which it is desirable to ins~rt in model treatl~s
So far as models for collective treaties of security are concerned-whtch·are the treaties 

I still prefer-it is proposed in the memorandum to distinguish between the essential 
clauses-such as the clause of non-aggression, the clause providing pacific settlement and, 
finaJly, the clause guaranteeing mutual assistance, which should always be inserted in a t~eaty 
of this kind-from the complementary or subsidiary clauses which may be adopted or omttted 
at the discretion of the parties. 

In respect of each of these clauses it will be useful to indicate the intentions of the Committee, 
in order to ascertain whether they should be retained or not for the examination of the 
Drafting Committee. . 

The questions belonging to the third and last series deal with the co-ordination of security 
agreements as between themselves and with the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

FinaJiy, there remains the delicate question, with which we have often previously dealt, 
of the part to be played by the Council of the League of Nations with a view to the conclusion 
of security agreements. 

That seems to me to be the order in which it is necessary to examine the various suggestions 
contained in the memorandum if we are to follow a logical and expeditious method of work. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I propose that the order indicated by. the Rapporteur should be 
foJlowed. The first question which he has submitted to the Committee is the question concern
ing the types of treaties to be elaborated hy the Drafting Committee. Perhaps M. Politis 
would again explain the classification which he has adopted for the ·various types of the treaties. 

M. Pouns (Rapporteur). - I contemplate three principal types of treaty. 
. The first is the most complete type, covering the whole field of security. It embodies 
the principle of non-aggression and of the pacific settlement of all disputes, and the provision 
of mutual assistance. This first type may serve either for collective or multilateral treaties 
(according to a time-honoured expression which I do not very much like), or for bilateral or 
special treaties between two States. . 

The second tyl?e embodies th_e principle 'of non-~ggression and the principle of pacific 
settl~ment, but omtts mutual asststan~e. He:e. agam, the type may serve for collectjve 
treaties between several States and spectal or btlateral treaties between two States. 

The third type embodies only the clause of non-aggression. This type may also serve for 
collective treaties or special treaties. 

I woul~ ask you to entrust the Drafting Committee with the task of fr~ming the different 
model treaties. When you have the text of them before you it will be possible for you to 
discuss them with a full knowledge of the facts. ' 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). ·- I am not raising any objection to any proposal 
that h~s been !Dade, but I want to b~ sure i~ my _own mind what the Rapporteur means by 
collective tre_attes, and whether collective treaties mtght be equally well described in English as 
g~neral treaties. If so, I gather the propo~al no~ before the Committee is not quite in harmony
With paragraph_ 65_ of the memorandum, m whtch the Rapporteur says "the conclusion of a 
general treaty bmdmg on all States Members oft he League must, for the time being, be excluded ". 
I do not know whether the Rapporteur now advises us to depart from that principle. 

~ have ait:ead~ expressed my own pr~fer~nce for bilateral and regional as against general 
treaties. I shll wtsh, of course, that thts vtew may be considered by the Committee. If 
however, the Rapporteur now recommends us not to act on the principle laid down in paragraph 
65, ~ut sugges~s t~at the Drafting Co~mittee should prepare general treaties, I do not wish 
to raiSe any obJection to that course bemg taken. · 



. . M. PouTI_s ~Rapporte~r). - There can be no po~ble confusion. Paragraph 65 clearly 
~ndicates that 1t_1s not p~ss1bl~ for the moment to c~ms1der a ~eneral treaty. We are consider-. 
mg only collective treaties-m other words, treaties to wh1ch mote than two States are a 
party, or treaties which are merely bilateral and are made between only two States. The 
term " general treaty " means a treaty open to all States. That kind of treaty is not covered 
by my proposals. · 

M. ERICH (Finland). - As regards security apd non-aggression, the Finnish delegation 
ventures to draw the attention of the Drafting Committee to a question raised during the 
general discussion, namely, the possibility of transforming <the resolution unanimously adopted 
by the Assembly on September 24th, 1927, into a general convention. 

Without desiring to submit a more precise suggestion at the present moment, we hope 
that the Drafting Committee will consider the various possibilities which may present them-
selves in this connection. · 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands). - I would ask for some information on the subject of the 
. type of bilateral treaty to which M. Politis referred, namely, the type which will include the 
principles of non-aggression, of pacific settlement and mutual assistance. 

What is the significance of mutual assistance afforded as between only two States ? Such 
a system can only apply in the event of aggression by a third State. This question of mutual 
assistance, when it arises as a result of aggression by a third State, is dealt with in paragraph 82 
of the memorandum of l'IL Politis with a great deal of reserve, and a possible extension of 
a treaty of mutual assistance. When, however, we are considering a bilateral agreement, we 
are not dealing with the possible extension of an existing treaty, but with the treaty itself, 
which deals with the case of aggression by a third State. 

I would ask whether, by adopting the proposed procedure, we are dealing at the same 
time with this kind of agreement. . 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). - I will briefly reply to the interesting observation of M. 
Rutgers. · _ 

The reply depends on the fate reserved for the suggestion contained in paragraph 82 of the 
memorandum. If the idea of extending the guarantee against the aggression of a third party 
is rejected, bilateral security agreements cannot, obviously, include mutual assistance, and 
they will only include non-aggression and the pacific settlement of disputes. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I associate myself with the opinion of M. Rutgers, but I 
do not wish to go into the substance of the question, as I understand that it will be discus~ed 
later on. I would merely ask for an explanation. If we decide that the Drafting Committee 
should elaborate three types of treaties, as I said yesterday in reference to arbitration and 
conciliation, such a course does not imply that the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
will have to recommend the texts which are framed. We shall be entirely free to decide that 
question later. I would venture, however, to point out that treaties which are limited merely 
to providing for 'non-aggression appear to have a very limited scope. Personally, I have 
no objection to this type of treaty, but I think that a treaty which provides for non-aggression 
should at the same time provide for the pacific settlement of disputes, since the principle of 
non-aggression is of no great value unless it is accompanied by pacific settlement. I reserve 
the right to defend my views in the Drafting Committee. 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - The Rapporteur has put to us a definite question. He asks 
what are the views of the members of the Committee in regard to three categories of regional 
agreements, and he has asked for our views in order that useful instructions may be given to 
the Drafting Committee. · 

· I think that we shall perhaps find ourselves in a rather difficult position if we cannot 
reach unanimity on the subject. I wonder in advance what will happen if the Drafting 
Committee, and later on the Committee on Arbitration and Security, presents to the Preparatory 
Commission and to ·the Council various types of regional agreements, between which the 
interested parties will· have to choose, without signifying what in the opinion of the Committee 
is the type which it specially recommends. 

I do not wish to reopen the general discussion, but I would nevertheless draw attention to 
·two facts. 

First, I would venture to remind you, although it may not be necessary, that the Assembly 
constituted this Committee in order to seek out methods of increasing security, and we must 
not forget the object of our work. · · 

In the next place, our Rapporteur, as M. Paul-Boncour has reminded us, points out 
in paragraph 91 that, in order to afford nations a greater degree of security, the conclusion 
of a general agreement, adding to the obligations of the Covenant, cannot at present be 
contemplated. M. Paul-Bonyour has psychologically explained the difficulty in which our 
Rappo.rteur found himself involved, but you will perhaps permit me to analyse the position in a 

.political sense. · 
. The Rapporteur asks us to choose between three types of treaties, each type being divided 
into colle~tive and bilateral treaties. In order to guide the Drafting Committee, I do not 
think it will be necessary .for our Committee to confine itself to presenting various proposals 

- without indicating any preference, as the result of tha~ procedure would be null. It is necessary 
that we should say exactly what we want. 

We wish to increase security. I entirely ·agree with the representative of Germany, who 
says that the treaty of non-aggression alone has no value. It is necessary to complete it 
by means of other essential factors, -which the Rapporteur has enumerated. There is the 
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· . . . · . d. mutual .assistance· These ~re the three factors which 
pacifi~ settlem~nt of dispute~ a~d I declare myself in ~dvance in favour of the latter.. T~ere • 
constitute a r~gronal agr;em~~ 'a ·th' oint We must be sure as to our general direction, 
must be n~sf1::~:ncl~a~ ~Jdn~~~e~~ric:f i~stru~tions to the Drafting Committee. 
and wi ~hf!l k that as to the detail of the agreements, our discussion should take place lhaterk. 

10 ' 1 · th's general view I would however, t an 
I will therefore ~on fine royse f to e~pr:s;~ng esti~n which is a .s.equei to th'e initiative ta~en 
~e p~~~~~~~ ~~:~f~~~g·s~~i~:~: ili: 1ssomf&, but I can only take a decision on the subJect 
after a text has been framed. · · · 

M PAUL-BONCOUR (France). ~ I have no special o~servatio~ to ~ake on the point' no:n 
under ·discussion. I wish merely to voice a feeling wh1ch, I t~mk, 1s shared by a certam 
number of my colleagues. Without in the least degree changmg the procedure . ad?pteg, 
allow me to put before you the difficulty under which I personally. labour. I ~ers1st m t e 
view that a useful discussion can only take place on definite conclusiOn~. · In takmg the body 
of there ort which is for the most part, an expression of the personal views of the Rappor~eur 
and of ~ich the obje~Us to lead, by a series of arguments a~d statement~, to the co~clusH;ms 
which are proposed, we are faced with a very difficult task. Smce the opemng of the discu~swn 
I have listened, on more than one occasion, to the statement of very ImJ?ort_ant declarah~ns. 
With some of them I agree, while from others Ldiffer fun~amentally. Th.Is divergence of view 
ought to be given expression at the proper moment and It ought, If possible, to be settled by 
means of agreement, which we all desire.. . . 

Nevertheless I have not asked to speak, because I felt that, either m order to prove 
certain statements in the report or to show in what I differ f;om ce~tain other statements 
therein, I should find, further on in the report, a number of pomts which would allow me to 
make such statements at a more prudent moment. Those of my colleagues who hav.e.sp~ke!l 
have not done so out of order, for, at any moment in the memorandum of M. PolitiS,. It IS 
possible to find an idea which a number may. de~ire to approve and .others may de~:nre to 
reject. As far as I am concerned, I reserve the right to make ~Y remarks only wh~n the 
conclusions themselves are examined. The report of M. Pohtls ends by a, senes of 
conclusions 'Of a very definite kind with regard to which, as M. Sokal has so justly pointed out, 
the Committee must certainly make known its opinion, for indeed, if we are merely to confine· 
ourselves to the production of a series of model treaties which will be all the better the more 
numerous they are, as Lord Cushendun pointed out yesterday somewhat ironically, I do not 
think that we shall have added anything very much to the security of the world. I hoped for 
something quite different from this session. For me it is a question of discovering whether I 
shall be deceived in that hope or whether it will be.fulfilled. We cannot di&cover this until 
we discuss the conclusions, and for my part I shall only speak when that time comes. · 

M. PoLITIS (Rapport~ur). - I wish to say a few words because I think that a misunder- · 
standing has arisen. M. Sokal is doubtful whether we ought immediately to make a choice. 
I was careful to point out, at the beginning of the explanations made this inorning, that various 
types of possible agreement in such a question can be contemplated. I asked you to instruct . 
the . Drafting Committee to prepare texts for these various model treaties and I carefully 
explained that it was upon these texts that our Committee could then take a decision with the 
full knowledge of the facts in order to choose that model among ·tho~e submitted which it 
preferred and·which it would recommend. · 

I have not hidden my thoughts for one moment. They are clearly set out in the report 
and I have not changed my point of view since I drew it up. In my view, the best model, that 
,which gives the greatest practical view of security, is the complete model-that is to say, one 
which offers various clauses, to which l alluded just now, and which goes from non-aggression 
spheres and includes mutual assistance. This is my personal view. I hope that it will be 

. shared by the Committe~. It is II_lY duty, however; if I am to be impartial and methodical, 
to lay before you the vanous conceivable types of mutual treaty. ~ have done so in paragraph . 
~o of my report a~d I have ~lassified them in order of importance. Once more I ask you to 
mstruct the Draftmg Committee to draw up the texts required. After detailed discussion 
concerning the other parts of the memorandum and after having considered the texts drawn 
up by the Drafting Committee, the members of this Committee will have a complete idea of 
the situation and will be able to take a decision with a full knowledge of the facts. 

As far ~s _I am concerned, I still hope ~hat you will agree that the only type of treaty 
capa~le of grvmg real guarantees of secunty IS the complete type, which I have designated as 
N. I m paragraph 6o. 

~t SOKAL (Pola~d). -:- I would .like t? tha~k the RapJ?Orteur for the reply which he 
has g1ven me a~~ wh1ch gives m~ entire satisfaction, for he himself considers the model type 
of treaty compr_Ismg c?mplete re?"10nal agreement' to be th~ type to be recommended. I hope 
that t~e Comm1~tee will agree With th~ Rapporteur and will give instructions to the Drafting 
Committee to th1s effect. I fear that, 1f we ask the Drafting Committee to prepare a series of 
model treaties,. we shall ~e entrusti~g it with work which,, a~ Lord Cushendun said yesterday,' 
unless I ~m mistaken, will '?nly be m t~e nature of a. cunos1ty. If we wish to do something 
really senous, and our task IS a very senous one, I thmk that the first thing for us to do is to 
adopt the proposals of the Rapporteur. . 

I would add th~t I ro~e to put a. point of ?rder. I warmly support the proposal ·of M. 
Paul-B?ncour th<~:t, 1f we Wish to consider the views of the Committee, we must examine the 
~~n0cluus1d~ns su~m1ttedhand take ~~ a definite standpoint with regard to them. Unless we do 

, r Iscussion can ave no positive result. · · 
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· M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - While thanking M. Sokal for supporting .my proposal, 
I :wish to point out that I did not intend to raise a point of order. · I do not in the least degree 
Wish to prevent my colleagues, if they so desire, from following the report step' by step. I 

· merely desire to explain why, as far as I am concerned, I reserve my right to give my opinion 
and that of my Government on the definite conclusions submitted to ,us.. I am still of the 
view that it is only by following this method that a useful discussion can take place. ·But it 
is not for me to change in any way the procedure which the Committee has adopted. I merely 
wish to inform you when I intend to give my views. , 

Lor~ CusHENDUN (Britis)l Empire). - Although M. Paul-~oncour saJ:s he is not putting 
any motion before the Committee, he has, as a matter of fact, rmsed a very Important question 
of procedure, and I must say I feel very much in agreement with what he has said. It does 
not appear to me that the procedure we are now following is likely to lighten our work. The 
memorandum of M. Politis is a document full of most interesting and important matter and 
contains a great many valuable propositions. I think I am in substantial agreement with it, 
but there are sentences or expressions with which I am not certain that I do agree, while 
there are others with which I certainly do not agree, and some as to which I am not clear as 
to their meaning. It would be very laborious no doubt to go paragraph by paragraph through 
this long memorandum, and therefore I think it would be very much more precise and convenient 
to concentrate discussion on the conclusions, provided the conclusions cover all the ground, 
as to which I do not express any opinion at the moment. 
· Otherwise, it appears to me that, if we simply pass on to the Drafting Committee all this 

material, without sifting it in this Committee first, and if we ask them to prepare model treaties 
and to embody all the various propositions in its report, we shall 'be in no better position then 
than we are now for arriving at a precise agreement. I think it would be better not to commit 
to the Drafting Committee more than we feel absolutely necessary ; we should eliminate as 
much as possible in this Committee before anything goes to the Drafting Committee, so that 
when we get a document from the Drafting Committee it shall not cover all the matter we 
have already had before us in these reports, but shall deal only with the particular points on 
which this Committee is in general agreement. In that way I think we shall be in a position 
to carry the matter further. It is very difficult to pick out the various points which arise 
on the memorandum, some of which are very small, and make a set speech about them, and 
I do not feel myself in a position to do so. What we really want is to deal with the subject 
in a conversational way, so that we can ask what the meaning of something is, or object to 
something else, or agree informally with something else. · 

There are some important points which I think we might discuss and eliminate. For 
instance, there are various proposals here-I think the most important-which come under the 
heading of co-ordination with the Covenant and which raise very important principles. . I 
think .we might have a discussion on these proposals, I should hope with a view to agreeing to 
leave them on one side. If the opportunity occurs, I should like to state my reasons for 
thinking it would be unwise to adopt the proposals with regard to the clauses of the Covenant, 
but the particular point I am on at the present moment is that I should like' to see some course 
followed that would minimise our labours and reduce the time we shall be called on to spend 
on these questions, which seems likely to be very prolonged if we first of all discuss this 
memorandum at large, and then practically discuss the whole thing over again when we have 
before us the document which has been prepared by the Drafting Committee. · 

The CHAIRMAN. - There seems to be a tendency to abandon the procedure followed 
hitherto. · 

If no member objects, I propose to pass immediately to the conclusions contained in the 
memorandum of M. Politis. 

, General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Before settling this point of order, I wish to ask M. Politis 
a question connected with a very interesting discussion which has been going on, and which I 
followed with much attention. · 

In the classification which is given us of the various types of model treaties which it is 
proposed to draft, M. Politis has spoken of collective treaties and of bilateral tre.aties, while 
M. Sokal in his statement. used the following expressions : "regional treaties" and "bil11teral 
treaties ". 

Would M. Politis be good.enough to tell us what is the precise meaning he attaches to the 
expressions "bilateral treaties " and " regional treaties " ? 

M. ERICH (Finland). - Before beginning the discussion on the conclusions of the report, 
I wish to reserve my right to make kn_own my views on the question of d.emilitarised zones at 
any moment which the Chairman may choose. 

M. Pouns (Rapporteur). - This point is dealt with in the conclusions. 
As far as General de Marinis is concerned, I would reply as follows: Between the expression 

" regional treaty " and " collective treaty " there is only a shade of meaning, but it is an 
important one. A regional treaty means that all States belonging to a particular region, 
that is to say, to a territorial district, somewhat vaguely defined-for it is very difficult 
to say what exactly comprises a. district-agree to become parties to the same treaty. 
During the time that I have followed the discussions .of the League, it has appeared 
to me to be more practical to make this term more elastic, and preferably to use the expression 
"collective" instead of"" regional", for collective means any treaty comprising more than 
two signatures, i.e., three, four, five or a greater number. It may occur that in what is called 
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more or less arbitrarily the regi~n concerned, there may be only a few States whi?h will a~ee 
on the treaty, but there may be a more considerable number of States than those m the regiOn 

which signed the treaty. . , . · 1 t. · f bl · 
It is for this reason that the word " collective , whtch IS more ~ as tc, .ts pre era e, m 

· of the fact that account must be taken of various shades of meanmg whtch become clear 
VIeW . 
during the course of our discussions. · 

18. Discussion of the Memor'andum on Security Questions: Conclusions: Paragraph 91. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I consider the procedure of reviewing the conclusions as adopted, arid 
open the discussion on paragraph 91. 

M. RoLIN ]AEQ~EMYNS (Belgium). - I am not sure t_hat I .understand the. exact me.aning 
of paragraph 91. I assume that it has not any connection wtth th~ co~clus10ns prey~ou.sly 
reached by the Committee as regards the draft general treaties of arbttr~t!on and con~ilt~hon 
or of conciliation only to be prepared by the Drafting Committee an~ that 1t IS only a prehmma,r_Y 
statement of facts, referring_ only to regional pacts. I would hke to be assured that this 
is the case. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Rapporteur is of the same opinion as the Belgian representative. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany). - May -r be allowed to. make an obse.rvatio~ rega~ding 
paragraph 91. I merely wish to point out that, by acceptmg ~he conclusiO!lS :v1th whtch I 
am in agreement that" the conclusion of a general agr~,ement a~dt?g ~o the obligatiOns assul?ed 
under the Covenant cannot at present be contemplated , no preJudice IS caus~d to the suggestions 
which I have submitted on behalf of the German Government, and whtch, as they have a 
general bearing, seem to come within the scope of paragraph 91. If I ·have rightlY. understood 
the matter, however, we shall discuss these suggestions separately. 

The CHAIRMAN. - That is understood. 

19. Discussion .of the Memorandum on Security Questions_: Conclusions: Paragraph 92. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - I should like to make 
a slight observation in regard to paragraph 92. My remark refers to the spirit in which this 
paragraph was drawn up. Mention is made of " States which require wider guarantees of 
security". Security is not referred to as a general political factor applicable to Europe as a 
whole (to take Europe first) ; on the other hand, reference is made to particular States which 
require guarantees of security as an exception. 

I should like to know whether this means that there are countries which are not at present 
in a state of security, and the Committee's task consists in tranquillising these particular 
countries. Does the paragraph refer to exceptional cases of this kind, or is it a written formula 
the application of which was not clearly determined by the Rapporteur, to whom I desire 
to pay a well-deserved tribute for the excellent document which he has submitted to us ? 

I should be glad to have the Rapporteur's explanation on this poi~t, because I consider 
that the drafting of this paragraph is not altogether consistent with the Covenant of the League 
of Nations and the duty of our Committee; 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). -I should like to say a few words with. regard to paragraph 
92. Without repeating what I have already said on many different occasions, I should like 
to stress three points. . _ _ ·· 

According to this paragraph: "States which require wider guarantees of security should 
seek .them in the form of separate or collective agreements for non-aggression". I have 
already said several times that I did not consider that this was the only means that could be 
employed to meet special situations. In that case, the words "_should seek" do not seem 
correct, and should be replaced hy "might seek". 

The Rapporteur advocates as a method of guarantee and security the conclusion· of 
separStte agreements for mutual assistance. This is the point emphasised by M. Rutgers at 
the commencement of our discussion. For the reasons I have alreadystated, I am personally 
opposed to separate agreements containing a clause for mutual assistance, because, as stated 
by M. Rutgers, these agreements would be directed against a third State. ·· · 

~~y. third remark is as follows: we are of opinion that measures for arbitration and 
concihabon should always be added to separate or collective agreements for non-aggression. 

M. ~AUL-BONCOUR (France). - I ~erely wish t~ say that the reason I refrained from 
commentmg on paragraph 92 was !hat thts paragraph is <~:mended by paragraph 93· -

If I took paragraph 92 by Itself, I should be obliged to make express reservations. 
It states: . . 

" States whic~ require wider guarantees of security should seek them in the form of 
separate or collective agreements for non-aggression, arbitration and mutual assistance " 
etc. ' 

If this P.ara&raph stood by itsel~, the collective agreement-which I still call " regional " 
because I thmk 1t the most appropnat~ term-and the separate or bilateral agreement would 
appar~ntly be placed o~ t~e s~me footmg as regards guarantees of security. In m 0 inion 
there IS a fundamental dtstmchon between these two systems from the point of view J se~urity: 
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As it h~ppens, however, this paragrap_h ~s follo'Yed by paragraph 93, which indicates the 
Rapporteurs preferences, and .I thmk that It IS on this latter paragraph that a useful discussion 
might be opened. 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). - In reply to M. Markovitch's observations, I should like to 
point out in the first place, and would ask the Committee to consider my remarks as of a 
general nature, applicable to the discussion as a whole, but it seems to me that we should not 
take the formulas contained in these conclusions literally. Nothing is more difficult than to 
compress an idea into a phrase. These conclusions we.re somewhat hastily adopted at Prague. 
I can assure you that the matter was a difficult one. The conclusions do not contain all the 
exact shades of our meaning. They must not therefore be taken at more than their value in 
a general sense. In M. Markovitch's observations, however, there is one statement which is 
worthy of notice. It was not my intention to say that only certain States require guarantees of 
security, but to refer to the existing situation : certain States say that they do not require 
guarantees of security ; others say they do ; if we give satisfaction to the latter, the former 
will have the benefit. I put forward this suggestion in paragraph 65, when I said that collective 
security pacts would not only increase the security of the contracting parties but would 
increase general security, and thus constitute a guarantee for every country in the world. 

It was in this spirit that, at the conclusion of the last session of the Assembly, the Prepara
tory Commission asked us to work, it being our task to discover the best methods of increasing 
the security of all States ... It is in order to obtain as. a definite result. the. increase in the .. 
guarantees of security for all States that we have considered these pacts. 

We have already furnished an explanation with regard to the observations of M. von 
Simson. The most important point is that referred to by M. Rutgers. As I have already 
remarked, this question will come up for discussion under paragraph 82, which is summarised 
in paragraph 98. I hope we shall be able to clear up this matter and reach an agreement when 
this paragraph is discussed. 

I need hardly say that I am in agreement with M. Paul-B"oncour: paragraph 92 must not 
be interpreted apart from paragraph 93, which explains it. My full meaning is set forth in 
the latter paragraph, and is, moreover, set forth in the clearest possible terms in the 
memorandum. 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - I should like to say a few words with regard to the very important 
question raised by M. Markovitch, although M. Politis's reply to that gentleman was entirely 
satisfactory. ' 

To facilitate our discussions, I think that paragraph 91 should be added to paragraph 92. 
Paragraph 91 cannot be regarded as a statement pure and simple, because it is dependent 
on paragraph 92. Our investigations and endeavours to determine the methods indicated 
in the excellent report of M. Politis are being continued, because we have not arrived at a 
general treaty. · 

Secondly-and this is a logical conclusion-if we accept this premise, there can be no 
question of using the word " might " as proposed by M. von Simson, but ihe word "should" 
must be kept. There is a fundamental distinction between the two: the League of Nations 
involves not only rights but also certain obligations, and by using the word "should " stress 
is laid upon the obligations of Members of the League. 

In conclusion, I should like to make a third remark, which is perhaps merely a question 
of style. The Rapporteur meant to say that there is only a slight difference between the 
terms "collective" and "regional"; but, as in the other paragraphs-and, if I am not mistaken, 
all the way through-he uses the term "regional agreements", it would perhaps be preferable 
for the sake of clearness to adopt the word " regional " instead of " collective ". 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I wish to express my appreciation of what M. Sokal has said 
with regard to the use of the word "regional", it seems to me, in view of the statement in 
paragraph 91, that it is better to give a more concrete idea of what we really mean, and I 
think "regional" does that better than "collective ". It is very difficult to draw the line 
between "collective" and "multilateral" and therefore I favour the word "regional" and 
I think that point has been well taken by M. Sokal. 

I wish td' compliment the Rapporteur most highly on the. excellent work he has done. 
In Article 92 he uses the phrase " collective agreements for non-aggression, arbitration and 
mutual assistance". I want to be sure " arbitration" in that phrase implies conciliation and 
investigation-i.e:, all the pacific means for the settlement of international disputes and for 
avoiding them. • 

Then there is the question of separate and collective agreements. My Government is 
strongly of opinion that, if you are to have separate agreements, you must be exceedingly 
careful and scrutinise them very closely to see they do not become merely military alliances. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany).- I had raised a certain objection against the word" should ... 
employed in paragraph 92 and I had said that the method recommended in that paragraph was 
not the only one, and that therefore this expression was not correct. · 

The honourable delegate of Poland has now attached to the word " should " a meaning 
to which I must" object still more strongly. He says that this word should be retained to 
make it absolutely clear that there is an obligation for everyone. This belongs to a type of 
idea which I have frequently had occasion to express before you already. \Ve are opposed 
to pressure of any kind, and I desire to repeat this. 
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· (Netherlands). __:_ Allow me to explain why I h_a~e no objecti?n .to _the 
wordM;, !~~fJ~~ The only obligation which t_his ~ord_ su~g~~sts 0~~dt~~\~~t!~e!hl~h ~~=-J guarantees of security by certain means, and this o~h~atwn IS Imp alarmin obli ation In 
those wider guarantees. I therefore think that this IS_ not a; very t Jfke thfs . " If you-

.reality, I think that this word has about the same me~?mg;~.m d~::nn~~ci~ply art ~bligation 
want to go to CMpe, Y?u shoul~ _take tram N?. 12 · IS 
preventing you from takmg a tax1 1f you prefer 1t. 

. · · • · . · If 'th the remarks of M. Rutgers. I M. CANTILO (Argentme). - I as~ocmte myse ~~ . h A 
consider that the word in question is very clearly explamed by the precedmg p~ragrak th s 

0 eneral a reement is possible, it remains for States which need guarantees o see . em. 
~n t~ese cir«!mstances, the word " should" has not the meaning which our colleague attnbutes 
to it. · 

· The CHA~RMAN. - I consider that the discussion concerning paragraph ~2 may be 
· summed· u as follows : The members of the Committee approve. the Rapporteurs remarks, 
but there fre certain shades of difference between the differe~t pomts ?f VIew. The observa- · 
tions made by the various delegates will be sent to the Draftmg Comm1ttee. -

20. Discussion of the Memo~andum on Security Questions: Conclusions: Paragr~h 93. 

. M. voN SIMSON (Germany). - I apologise for speaking again, but I _desire to say that I 
do not agree with this point. This will hardly be a matter of surpnse ·.to anyo_ne. As 
previously, and so as not to waste. your time, I only desire to state clearly and bnefiy our 
objections in regard to this conclusion. · - . . 

Paragraph _93 says first of all: "Regional pacts compri~ing non-aggresswn, arbitration 
and mutual assistance, represent the completest type of sec~nty agreement . I have 
nothing to object to in this statement, because these pacts m fact represent a complete type.· 
The paragraph goes on " . . . and the one which can most easily be brought into harmony 
with the system of the Covenant". Her~ I can no !onger associ<~;te myself with t~e. Rapporteur, 

. for reasons which I have already explamed on d1fferent occaswns, _and to wh1ch I shall not 
revert now. . . . ,, . 

The report then says: "Such pacts should always include . . . , and here_ I t~mk I 
shall not be mistaken in attributing to the word "should" a sense of absolute obligation. I 
resume: 

" Such pacts should always include the following provisions : 
" (a) A prohibition to resort to force ; 
" (b) The organisation of pacific procedures for the settlement of all disputes; 
" (c) The establishment·of a system of mutual assistance to operate in conjunction 

· with the duties of the League Council." 

My Government's view is, as I have often explained, that this system of mutual assistance 
need not necessarily be an integral part of a regional treaty. I do not deny that, in certain 
circumstances, the political relations -between States may be such that this third possibility 
may be added; but what I dispute is. that, to be effective, each regional pact should in all 
circumstances include the establishment of a system of mutual assistance. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - We have here reached a vital point in our debate and, 
although our respective views are still known, I rise to say, as I indicated just now with regard 
to paragraph 92, that, as far as I and my coqntry are concerned, I give my unreserved approval 

. to paragraph 93 of the conclusions of M. Politis's report. This paragraph develops an idea 
which was merely indicated in paragraph 92, and, while the latter spoke both of separate and 
collective treaties, paragraph 93 clearly shows that the Rapporteur'~ preference is for the 
latter. - · 

I think this is quite legitimate. Bilateral treaties can, in my opinion, be notging more than 
a makeshift, and it is only if they can get nothing better that States can be led to conclude them. 
These treaties may add to their mutual security, but I do not think that they add much to the 
general security, except in the rare case of a bilateral treaty between two States which have 
belonged in the past', to different groups of alliances. I say " in the past ", because it must 
be assumed here-although I am not really sure of it.,.-that there are no such alliances at 
present, and that there will never be any more in future. In the case of a bilateral treaty 
concluded between two States which have been separated by agelong misunderstandings, or 
have belonged previously to different groups of alliances, J think there will be, all the same, some 
i~crease in the general security. An agreement between these two States, in addition to 
g1ving them greater individual security, solves disputes which might have endangered the 
gener~l security. None the l~ss,. there is not~ing t? compare with regional agreements, even 
on th1s most favourable and, 1t must be adm1tted, m frequent hypothesis. 

What we. are seeking, _in order to incre~se ~eneral security and permit of more effective 
measures of disarmament, 1s rather the apphcahon to the whole of a specific area of Europe 
what I may describe as an apparatus of security, which will settle conflicts and which will 
bring into b.eing that h~rmony and agree~ent which experience has shown to have resulted 
from the- Locarno Treaties. We do not desrre to apply these treaties as they stand to parts of 
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Europe for which adjustments may be necessary. But we retain the general framework, the 
more so as this framework is itself the outcome of the principles of the Protocol, which ceased 
to be universal and which applied to a particular area. ·. · · · . 

If w~ look at the questi~n from this an~le, can. i~ be denied that those regional treaties 
are supenor to separate treaties from the pomt of vtew of general security ? I do not think 
there can be any doubt about this. Consequently, the criticisms which may be levelled against 
regional treaties should not be the outcome of a comparison with separate treaties, but s·hould 
be concerned with their intrinic possibilities or with the drawbacks which may be inherent in 
them. · ·. · · 

I admit that I cannot see the danger of defining these regional treaties as I have just done, 
. and as the Rapporteur defined them himself. Presumably, in view of the number of signatories 
involved! these treaties are not concluded between States belonging to the same system of 
alliance, but between such States and one or more other States with which possible conflict 
was feared. I think, therefore, that general security is most certainly affected by the conclusion 
of agreements of this kind. · . · . 

Would it be affected to the same extent by the conclusion of regional agreements embracing · 
a certain number of States with varying historical or geographical features or systems of 
alliances, but limited (thus differing. from the complete type proposed by the Rapporteur) 
to a pact of non-aggression? In any case, as the German delegate rightly remarked, a pact of 
non-aggression of this kind would have to be completed by the procedure of pacific settlement, 
.which is obviously the consequence of any pact of non-aggression. Such a clause, when 
confined to a moral affirmation, may possibly be of interest-since everything is of interest
but it is certain that, from the point of view of positive guarantees of security, it is of far less · 
value than a pact of non-aggression completed by the provision of pacific procedure which it 
involves. This is also the case if it is considered apart from mutual assistance, and if the 
third term mentioned by the Rapporteur is lacking. I would not go so far as to say that what 
remains is valueless, neither do I say that the League of Nations, by establishing types of 
treaties of mutual assistance, and by takirig the necessary steps to enable its organs, and the 
Council in particular, to conclude such treaties, would do nothing to increase· security, but 
I would remind all our colleagues that we are here on a definite mission. It must not be 
forgotten that we are here in virtue of the resolution of the 1927 Assembly. This resolution, 
which combined the German and French proposals with the Netherlands propos.al, was adopted 
unanimously by the Third Committee. We must not forget that we are here as the result 
of the work for disarmament. We have not met together merely to deal with security in 
general; we have to endeavour to increase security, which is bound to influence the reduction 
of armaments. · 

I would therefore address the following appeal to my colleagues. If we bring before 
the Disarmament Conference a .regional treaty excluding mutual assistance, and without a 
guarantee that, in the event of conflict, the forces maintained by a State after a reduction of_ 
armaments will be increased by the forces promised,' shall we be in a suitable frame of mind 
to achieve a reduction of armaments ? I do not think so. When speaking of the reduction 
of armaments, we must be careful to take a practical view. · When a nation is .asked what is 
the total number of effectives which it considers necessary for its security and the observation 
of its obligations under the Covenant according to Article 8, upon which all our work is based,_ 
on what grounds is that nation to appreciate this security? Not on any theoretical concepts,_ 
you may be sme, not even by bearing in mind this or that treaty which-may afford it a reliable 
guarantee that conflicts will be avoided. It will fix the number rather in relation to the possible 
conflicts which· it may fear .. Do not let us forget that. Because, in other branches of 
the League's activity, this idea of conflict can be avoided, since everything tends to prevent it, 
we must not forget that, in discussing this special question of armaments and disarmament, · 
we are reasoning in every case with the possibility of a conflict before us. . A conflict breaks 
out when all preventive measures have been exhausted and have proved unsuccessful. The 
total number of effectives fixed by that nation at the Disarmament Conference will be based 
on this possibility. And, naturally, it will not be able to accept these reductions of armaments, I 
will not say light-heartedly, but with a calm and resolute mind unless in compensation it has 
treaties of assistance which provide it with a definite guarantee against all the possibilities 
of conflict it may apprehend . 

. Another criticism is that made by the German delegate at the beginning of our meeting. 
The argument 'is a strong one. Do not regional treaties, which are, after all, separate in relation 
to the whole and in relation to a general pact, run the risk of leading to a dislocation of a 
society which is universal in its essence ? · -

I agree, but I would beg our colleagues to note that, if we are obliged to take our stand on 
regional agreements, it is not in the case of many of us because we like it. We have shown in 
many circumstances that our preference was and continues to be for a general treaty. It is 

. our profound conviction that the germs of conflict cannot be completely destroyed, or the 
possibilities of conflict if not completely removed at least diminished to such an extent that 
security can be regarded as achieved, until the day when there is sufficient international 
solidarity and international spirit to create this general treaty. But, with great wisdom, the 
Rapporteur says to us: After the very clear declarations of September, to the frankness of 
which we pay a well-deserved tribute, we note-what we can do and we know what we cannot do. 
We know that it is only by means of regional agreements and the partial and regional applica
tion of principles which indeed are general that we can achieve any success. Now we are 
committed to this course in virtue of the 1927 resolution and we are fully committed to it. 
This resolution leaves us no choice. No doubt our minds are entitled to choose, but th.ey must 
observe the juridical bonds constituted by the Assembly's resolutions. We therefore must 



not fail to seek every means of bringing about these re~ional agreements, of ~o-ordinati!lg 
them and of generalising- them. If, therefore, compared w1th a general.treaty, reg~onal treaties 
have drawbacks, which we who are in favour of a general treaty realise better than anyo~e, 
we must not hesitate in the face of these criticisms to go forward on the only course wh1ch 
remains open to us. To do so would be a serious matter. We can weigh t~ese.arguments, 
these drawbacks which are pointed out to us, and try and secure co-ordmatwn-as the 
Assembly resolution stipulated-not only between the treaties- themselves but between the 
treaties and the Covenant of the League of Nations. . . 

In our discussions in the Third Committee and, later, in the Assembly, 1t became very 
clear-and our colleague of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes made very significant 
statements in this connection in 1926 and 1927-that the treaties which the League of 
Nations had to promote, co-ordinate and generalise would necessarily have to remain in 
conformity with the spirit and terms of the Covenant. We cannot reject _the arguments put 
forward at the beginning of this meeting by the honourable German delegate. We must, 
on the contrary, give them our best attention and, in the resolutions which we are going to 
propose, endeavour to ensure that these treaties should remain completely within the scope 
of the Covenant. It is, in fact, for this reason that our Rapporteur proposes that we should 
draw up a model treaty. There is no other reason, for, if we are going simply to substitute 
ourselves for the jurists of the different countries, our meeting would be quite superfluous. 
Each country, each diplomatic service, each Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has legal experts 
who are perfectly capable of _finding adeqJiate formulre in conjunction with the jurists of the 
countries with which the treaty is to be concluded. The only "real importance of th,e model 
treaty is to find a text which comes completely _within the framework of the Covenant and 
is in conformity with the principles of the Covenant. 

When this model treaty has been drawn up, a discussion will inevitably arise as to other 
conclusions of M. Politis's report, for I consider that we shall only have, done half our work, 
or rat4er that only half the work will have been done. The other half will be for the Council 
to. ~o. These model treaties must not remain in the archives as a testimony of the legal 
ability of those who proposed them and those who adopt them. They must serve the Council 
as a standard to judge what is good and what is less good, what is acceptable and what is not, 
what must be encouraged and what must be discouraged. 

The meeting rose at I.Io p.m. 

NINTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, February 27th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

21. Appointment of a Member of the Draftfng Committee. 

D af 11'!-· U~DEN _(Sweden). - I ask the Committee to appoint an additional member to the 
r tm~ omm1ttee, and I propose Baron RoLIN ]AEQUEMYNS (Belgium). -

Thts proposal was adopted. 

22. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Questions : Conci1Jsions ·: Paragrap-h 
(continued). 93 

.t h M. ~OLIN ~AEQUEf:1Y~s (Belgium). - I thank the Committee for the confidence which 
~0 ~o~~s m me m appomtmg_ me a member of the Drafting Committee. I am very grateful 

May I explain the reasons why I have abstained from taking part in the discussion of the 
~p~~t and the proposals of .. M. Politis ? · My reasons were not due in the least to indifference 

n .e contrary, my Government is very much concerned as to what willha en re ardin · · · 
B~~~tl~~ b~~~Pptre~ toh ~~· ~owDever,. during th~ course of the discussio!,~hat t~e obs~:~: 
su h SI es o w IC t e raftmg Comm1ttee could take account had been made in 
un~e~e~annetr t~at, though_ my preferences might be for one view or for the opposite it was 

ar¥ o giVe expression to them. · ' 
stepsT3~~ Is ~hfu~_her r~ason : as far as the direct interests of Belgium· are concerned we took 
. ng e Iscu;;swns of the Locarno Treaty; consequently, the"work of dr· fti 
111 progress does not directly concern us. a ng now 
tex To spe~k from a more ge~eral standpoint, I thought that, whatever the nat.ur 

rep~~d~~i~~g~: ~~~p;i ~~~s~e~~:f~ ~~h~~~~:ssh~~i~v~d co~d never in practice be t~e 0!x~~~ 
be far more the recommendation which will be of se~;e ~awn: up. Co~sequently, it will 
ufseful-than the text itself, which may only be the skeleto~~! at IS ~by this discussion is so 
o the agreements to be concluded. scarce Y more than the skeleton 
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To explain to you the interest which my country continues to feel in the question under 
discussion, I desire to inform you that, during the last meeting of the Belgian Senate, M. 
Hymans, Foreign Minister, said, with the unanimous appro~al of that august body, that the 
Belgian Government was convinced " that the most effective system of security at the moment 
lay in the conclusion of regional pacts of non-aggression, arbitration and mutual assistance." 

You will know from this statement that the help of the Belgian Government is already 
entirely at your disposal, and that, if it has any preference, it is for regional agreements 
fulfilling the threefold condition which I have mentioned-non-aggression, arbitration and 
mutual assistance. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). - In the name of the Swedish Government, I support the views 
expressed by the representatives of the Netherlands, of the British Empire and of Germany 
concerning the extension of the mutual guarantee in the case where a third State has committed 
an act of aggression. Although this question is dealt with in paragraph g8, it is also touched 
upon in paragraph 93· 

It is obvious, as M. Rutgers pointed out at the last meeting of the Committee, that a 
bilateral treaty of mutual assistance is necessarily in the nature Of an alliance directed against 
a third State. Such alliances exist at the present moment, it is true, and they may be inevitable 
for some time to come, but the League of Nations, when giving directions for the future, ought 
not to request States to form combinations of this kind. . 

These considerations also apply to the multilateral treaties which cover the case of an 
aggression committed against a contracting party by a third State. In my view, the League 
of Nations ought not to recommend the conclusion of treaties which would have the effect of 
giving rise to disquiet and fear on the part of certain third States and thus increase tension 
between peoples. The provisions in question are intended to increase the individual security 
of a contracting State, but in actual fact their tendency is to shake the mutual confidence 
existing between contracting States and certain third States, and thus the gt>neral security 
of Europe will be gradually diminished. 

. . From the practical point of view, it seems very improbable that a State would be ready 
to accept an invitation to join a regional agreement which would impose upon it such wide 
obligations in connection with guarantees. -

It is desirable, in my view, that the report of the Committee should, in reproducing 
paragraph.g3 ofthe memorandum, expressly add that mutual assistance should only cover the case 
of an aggression directed by one of the contracting States against another contracting State. 

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania). -Before the end of the discussion on the first three conclusions 
of the Memorandum on Security Questions, I wish briefly to explain the attitude of the 
RolJmanian delegation. 

After the explanations of M. Politis and the declarations of the French, Polish and Serb
Croat-Slovene delegations, what I have to say is merely repetition, but I think that it will 
not be without interest, in view of the fact that the moment is near when each of us will have 
frankly to define his position in this discussion. · · 

It is my duty and pleasure to pay my tribute-one of many-to the brilliant study which 
M. Politis has submitted for your discussion. I am convinced, gentlemen, that this memorandum 
will remain in our records as a model of clearness, penetration, analysis and at the same 
time of legal and political construction. · 

As far as the first three conclusions are concerned, the Roumanian delegation desires, in 
its turn, to affirm the necessity of not losing sight for a single instant of the fact that this 
organisation of security is not an abstract problem or an academic point of international law . 
. It is not a vague theoretical question of security but real security which will make possible the 
limitation of armaments or even general disarmament. 

If it ·were a mere question of abstract security, the provisions of the Covenant might be 
sufficient. Many nations would feel tolerably secure under their protection and with bilateral 
treaties of assistance and with the armaments which each possesses. . 

It is proposed, therefore, as a means for organising this actual tangible security with a 
view to progressive disarmament, that special or collective agreements should be concluded 
on the basis of the three principles : exclusion of recourse to force, organisation of peaceful 
procedure for the pacific settlement of disputes, and a system of mutual assistance.. It is 
proposed that we should take, say, three together, or else only two of them, or else only the 
first ; hence the three models submitted by M. Politis, each divided into bilateral or multi
lateral agreements. We are told as clearly as possible· that it is the widest form of regional 
agreement with these three points which represents the most complete security and that 
which is most in harmony with the system of the Covenant, and I think that this is the general, 
if not the unanimous, feeling of the Committee. 

Up to the moment, I have heard no serious criticism 'of this system, nor any suggestion 
which could advantageously take its place. It is true, I think, that not everyone likes the 
expression "regional " ; let us therefore use the more crabbed expression " multilateral " 
or." plurilateral" or, more simply, the expression '-'collective". Will this change of wording, 
however, do away with the fact that, outside these States, there exist all over the world regions 
with their past history, their needs. and their special interests, and also their special danger-
spots? · 

It is also said that this idea of confidence in the regions will run counter to the notion of 
universality which is at the basis of the League of Nations. Is not, however, the idea of 
peace still more fundamental than the principle of universality ? If regional agreements 
are likely to assure general peace, ought they not reasonably to be given preference over that 

- cherished idea of universality? It is easy, however, to allay the apprehensions of those 
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. . · · · · · · · h · th~t these regional agreements, after 

who cling to universality so much. They can be s bown d' t d and thus a return will-be 
having spread their net over the !Vhole w0rld, may e co-or ma e • . 
made to the universality of the Covenant. ill b " way '( of assuring security 

We are also informed that regional agreements w e one now what other ways there 
but that they are not the only wa~. I shall be very g~:~e~~I to k rantee5 indefinite in t_heir · 
are. What can they be ? There ts the Covenant, WI 1 s gua · itha'n e e u on this idea . 
princ~ple an~ hazardous in their appli~ation. Therh hG been ~wy~J- both o1 th!m, however, 
of umversahty, a treaty of mutual assistance and t e d ~ne~ ro 0 told that any measures of 
have remained dead-letters. What is now propose · e are nee is ·ust as essential 
security would be ineffective without mutual confidence, a~d that co~fi~e k m ~t be to increase 
whatever form of agreement is in question .. We are told t at our mam as u 

1 
f . 

that confidence. I am the last to dispute the value of the psychologic~ and mo~~ ac~~~s 1~ 
the life of peoples and their relations. Let our task be, therefore, to ~ncre;se th e yte _ ~ 
this moral factor which is of great importance, ~ut d? not let ushforg~t t t~· ho~t . e d~s~~~nt~ 
what we have to do is something of a very defimtely concrete c arac er w IC _I. IS . 
achieve at short notice. Each one of us is now required to renounce a part of hts ar~aments 
and to prepare for complete disarmament. Is it possible to renounce palpable gua~antees m_ o_~de~ 
to obtain in compensation-what ? The prospect of happy years to come w en a spm o 
confidence will prevail everywhere? . · . b d 

Let us keep, in the absence of other panaceas, to complete ~egtonal agreements, ase · on 
non-aggression, peaceful settlement of. disputes and mutual assistance .. · I o":n t?at I do not
regard this as a maximum but, on the contrary, a miJ?im'!m of ~hat secunty _whtch IS to prece~: .• 
disarmament. · I have heard more than one authontahve vmce define thts system as a Pts 
alter. As far as I am concerned, I share this view. . · : , 

The Roumanian delegation expresses its preference, therefore, for thts complete t:~;pe of 
agreement, and desires to see it, after it has been discussed and drafted,_ p~t forward m the 
first place both by the present Committee and by the Prepar.atory CommiSSIOn a~d the other 

- organisations of the League. Obviously, we are only -reqmred to recommend It. We are 
not required to impose anything in this matter on sovereign States. We can, however, m~ke 
recommendations which can be accepted or refused. Th~ fact, however, that th~ Roum~man . 
delegation shows this preference does not mean that it ts oppo~ed to_ the .drawt?g up of t~e. 
other kinds of agreements proposed by the Rapporteur. _ It IS plamly. conscious of their 
usefulness, which is the result, in the first place, of their possible adaptat1on to all needs and 
to all situations. They are still more useful from ·another point of view. After a firm and 
frank offer has been made, the acceptance in a particular region of a particular model treaty 
will be the measure of the limitation or the disarmament to. be carried out.· The wider the 
type of treaty accepted, the more numerous the guarantees obtained, the greater will be the 
measure of disarmament. Every State will then know how it stands as far as the intentions of 
its neighbours are concerned and its own security.' If there is a refus(l.]. to accept any of the
models, then there will be no disarmament. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I did not intend to speak again on paragraph 93; for I 
have already explained my Government's point of view. The speech just made by the· repre-
sentative of Roumania, however, compels me to rise once more. · 

The representative of Roumania said at the beginning of his speech that he was going 
to repeat words already used by other representatives, more especially by·the representatives 
of France,. Poland and the Kingdom of the Serbs; Croats and Slovenes: He has not only 
repeated but has expressed with greater force the ideas lightly touched on in, for example, 
the speech of the representative of France. The Roumanian delegate has emphasised them 
in a manner which compels me to state that my views are the exact opposite to his. ' · · 

. I said the other day that, in my view, M. Politis was not justifi~d in the_conclusion in 
his report where he states that regional agreements of non-aggression; arbitration and mutual 
assistance represent the most compl\)te type of _a security agreement, that which is most 
in harmony with the system of the Covenant. I was supported to a certain_ extent by M. 
Paul-Boncour when he said that he also was in favour-a fact which· I never doubted-of the 
universality of the Covenant and that he considered regional agreements a pis-alter. Now the 
re~resent~tive of Roumania seeks t~ give me and all those who are specially concerned with the 
umversality .of the Le~gue a certam amount of consol~tion by saying that it is possible to 
conclude regiOnal treaties all over the world and that this system can be co-ordinated with the 
system of_ the Cov~nant. · Well, gentlemen, ~n my view, it will not be as easy as that, and I 
do not thmk that m a few months, or even m a few years, we shall see a network of regional 
!J.greements spread over the whole world.. I believe that on this point the Roumanian delegate 
displays an optimism which I cannot share. . . 

. On the other ha~d, he h~ sounded a note of pessimism to which I should also like to. 
ref~r. _In company With previous ~pe<~;kers, he has noted the difference between that security 
Which Is mea~urable and that. w~Ich IS not, ~etween the increase of that security which is 
real_and tangtble and that which IS not. I thmk he might wish to draw the conclusion that 
the mcrease o~ security by means .of elements which members who have spoken have considered 
not. to be entirely measurable .will lead t~ n~ me~sure of disarmament. ·wen, gentlemen, I 
dest,re to say as clearly as possible that this IS not our point of view. We take our stand on 
A_rttcle _8 of the_ Covenant of the League. . So many articles have been quoted, both during the . 
discussion and m the memoranda, that I will r~ad this' article once more to you: 

d "t~he ~em~ers of the League recognise that. the maintenance of peace requires the 
~~ uc 

1
fon ° nahobnal armaments to the lowest pomt consistent with national safety and 

e en orcement y common action of international obligations." _ . . . _ . 
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.The Roumanian delegate next said that it had been pointed out that regional ~greements . 
did not constitute the only means and .he asked what other means were contemplated. As it. 
was I who originally made the remark, I suppose he was referring to me : I think also that 
in this point too we should abstain from being too pessimistic. At the beginning of the discussion 
we were all agreed, arid. the represe~tative of Great Britain made special reference to it, 
that the degree of security given by the Covenant of the League of Nations was not a negligible 
quantity: it already amounts to something and it is something which we can still further 
strengthen. I would recall the Finnish proposal concerning financial assistance. I would 
also recall the suggestions made by the German Government, which have not yet been discussed. 
I think that this is a matter of clearly palpable guarantees, of which the consequence will be a 
very definite increase in security. . 

If I remember rightly, the Roumanian delegate said that there was no question of imposing 
the recommendations of the Committee on anyone, but that, if a State refused to accept them, 
neighbouring States would draw the requisite conclusions. I suppose this means that if, 
for example, the Council of the League recommends a certain State to conclude a certain 
regional agreement and if that State replies that it cannot accept this advice, there can be no 
further question of disarmament. I must say that I am not of this view. -

The representative of Roumania has also said that he attaches great importance to the 
increase of mutual confidence. I would like once more to emphasise this point. M. Paul
Boncour said in his speech-he expressed it much more eloquently than I can and I must ask 

. your pardon if I repeat badly what he said-that if the crown of mutual assistance is, lacking 
in the regional treaties an essential element is lacking, and that mutual confidence cannot be 
established except by means of mutual assistance. I would once more repeat that I am not 
in the least degree. opposed to regional treaties of mutual assistance, but what I must always 
protest against is that nothing will have been achieved if we do not succeed in establishing 
such a treaty. l must refer to the great impression made on me by the speeches of our colleagues 
from South America. Among the countries of that continent there- exist only treaties of 
non-aggression and treaties for peaceful settlement of all disputes. There is not a single 
treaty of mutual assistance, to my knowledge, in that continent. Nevertheless, that is a 
part of the world where mutual confidence is much more highly developed than in Europe. 

23. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Questions: Conclusldns; Paragraph 94. 

M. ERICH (Finland). - The Rapporteur has shown his appreciation of the practical 
value of demilitarised zones in connection with regional security agreements. He is right in 
considering that the establishment of demilitarised zones may assist in avoiding the danger 
of an armed conflict. Further, in the explanations contained in paragraph 72, the Rapporteur 
has- emphasised the fact that the establishment of demilitarised zones can be recommended 
as a measure suitable for the prevention of aggression and as one which facilitates, if necessary, 
the determination of the aggressor. Atthe same time, the report recommends that the greatest 
subtleness should be show_n with regard to the extent of a zone and the other details connected 
with it. Account should be taken, among other things, of the configuration of the frontier line 
and of the relative importance of the States concerned. 

The Rapporteur has thus pointed out in a few words the conditions and essential attributes 
of demilitarised zones. What he has said will certainly meet with the approval of everyone. 
This is a practical measure of security which cannot but encounter our unanimous approval. 
Any State which consents to this limitation of a territorial nature, as far as the exercise of 
its military power is concerned, will give, by so doing, a conclusive proof of its goodwill. 
It is thus possible to note in a tangible and measurable manner-to use the expression of M. 
Sokal and M. Paul-Boncour-that material security has increased in any case in a certain part 
of the world where natural conditions invite respective States to give each other, so to speak, 
mutual guarantees of security of this nature. Such guarantees are of value, especially for a 
small State, however innocent may be the intentions of its large neighbour. 

-When I speak of the concrete and measurable guarantee which the States concerned 
bestow upon each other, it is important to draw attention to one very important point which 
is already implied in the observations of the Rapporteur. He says that accounN1tust be 
taken of the configuration of frontiers and of the relative importance of the States. This is a 
very true remark. It can often be applied to two neighbouring States definitely unequal 
from the point of view of their size, material resources and potential war resources. Obviously, 
a serious reduction in armaments by the more powerful State will lead to an increase of security 
as far as its neighbour whose circumstances are more modest is concerned. In order, however, 
that its neighbour should feel really secure, it may be necessary for the State which is stronger, 
as. far as its forces and potential resources of war are concerned, to consent still further to 
restrict the possibilities which it has; and which it may be free to use against its neighbour. 
This can be done in a really tangible and measurable manner if the greater of the two countries 
consents to withdraw its troops from a sufficie~tly large portion of its territory running along 
the frontiers of a far less important neighbour. When I say· a sufficiently large part of its 
territory, I mean. that a demilitarised zone ought to be of an extent such that the fact of having to 
concentrate troops on the side of this zone. would retard the crossing of the frontier not by 
some hours but by some days. What is really of material value for some peoples at the tragic 
moment which precedes war is the time available for the mobilisation and concentration of 
its troops: On the other hand, in the case of a large nation which is going to attack a small, 
the time factor is not of the same importance, since it can commit an act of aggression without 
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't' th. end of its mobilisation. Cons;quently, if it is desired to establish, in the ci~cu.m
awat mg h~ h I have J·ust outlined a demilitarised zone which shall conform to the e~lstul:g 
stances w IC • alit d b that I mean to eqmty 1t 
needs of security and which corresponds to real equ Y·.~n y th ·d of the frontier 
will be necessary to establish at least as a general rule, a WI er zone on e st. e . 
belonging to the more powe;ful State and a rela~ivel:!; smaller zone on the s1de of the frontier 
on which the military and material resources are mfenor. . · 

In this respect it must obviously be admitted, with the .Rapporteu:s, that a certam degree 
of suppleness is necessary. In each given case what is adm1tted to be JUSt must be taken as a 

basis. · . f th t 
The points which I have just laid before you are implied m the argume~ts o e rep~r , 

which, as we have seen, urges that account should be taken of the geographical configuration 
of the frontier and the relative importance of States. In order clearly to ~efine what States 
individuall a reciate as tangible security, it would be .useful to el!lphastse expressly as a 

ractical clnsftuence of this relativity that a certain relation must ex1st betwe_en the breadth 
~f the zone and the military importance of the States concerned and c~ntractmg, on the one 

· part, and the size of the zones to be established alon~side of the frontier on theother part. 
As far as the proper working of a system of zones IS c.oncer~ed, account .mu~t be. take~ of 

the necessity for a control, as is mentioned in the report, m wh1~h the quest~on 1s. ra1sed, m a 
somewhat ·vague way, of a temporary or permanent cont~ol ":'h1ch the part1es m1ght request 
the Council to organise .. Neverthele~s, the last observatwn m the argument, to the effect 
that it is for the Council to prescnbe the nece~sary. measu~es. t~ ensu~e respect fo.r the 
engagements undertaken, appears to indicate that m th1s field 1t 1s 1mposs1ble to do Without 
international control. 

This observation should recall the important reality, which is that the establishment of a 
neutral zone between two States does not mean that their relations are strained, or .that t~ere 
is any mutual mistrust or special menace or susceptibility. This g_uarantee o~ secunty SJ?n~gs 
from the same notion as guarantees of security in general, that 1s, from .a JUSt. appre~1atwn . 
of existing facts. There is nothing, therefore, st:<:tng~ or out of the ordinary ~n. seekm&" to 
strengthen security by the establishment of a dem1htansed zone. To prove th1s 1t IS sufficient · 
to recall the speeches made during the s~ssion of <;mr ComJ?ittee by the rel?res~ntatives of ~wo 
States much in favour of ideas concermng secunty and mternational sohdanty. The Vtce
Chairman of our Committee, M. Unden, has expressed great· satisfaction, among other things, 
at the demilitarised zone established along the frontier separating Sweden from Norway. The 
representative of Canada, Dr .. Riddell, has'recalled the example of the naval disarmament on 
the Great Lakes, as well as the military disarmament along the land frontiers separating Canada 
from the United States for a distance of more than 2,ooo miles. The representative of Canada 
added that the absence of military forces engenders confidence and c.auses every kind of fear 
and suspicion-the two enemies qf security-to disappear. · 

It is therefore quite natural that States, more especially tJ'!ose who are in the category of 
secondary or smaller States, should show a real and sincere interest in the establishment of · 
demilitarised zones, and should at the same time urge that, when determining these zones, the 
organic conditions which differ more or less according to the coun.tries concerned should be 
duly taken into consideration. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). -I desire to add something to the very interesting observa
tions just made by the delegate for Finland. I regret that I am unable- to express entire 
agreement with his conclusions. 

M. Politis has submitted his suggestion regarding the establishment of demilitarised zones 
wi~~ muc.h caution. In this part of his report, he has gi_ven further. proof o(that comprehensive 
spmt wh1ch has already been noted by the representative of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, M. Markovitcp, in a tribute in which I join. M.-Politis said that demilitarised 
zones could be in principle recommended, but he added, nevertheless . that in view of the 
~umber of v~ryin& sit~ati~ns, there was no need to fix rigid rules. The·gr~atest suppleness 
1s. necessary 1.n t~1s dtrecho~! a~d account must be taken of the necessary circumstances. 
Fm~lly, the vwlahon of demthtansed zones ought not to be regarded as an action on the same 
footmg as rec<?urse to war. The establ!shment of such zones is a question which should therefore 
be left to t~e JUdgment of the countnes concerned, among which there may be some which 
do not desire to have demilitarised zones. This, indeed, is the case in my own country. 

Thi~ said, I wish ~o examine for a moment the question in an entirely impartial manner 
and I wtsh to ?o so With reference to a report which, in view of the authority of its authors, 
should ~e con~tdere~ as really fi~al. I ":ould not say anything which is displeasing to any of 
us, and m saymg th1s I do so mamly because I do not want to lose sight myself of its interest 
I think tha~, for the proper continui~y of our work, we should not neglect the conclusion~ 
already arnve~ at by pro~erly qualtfied organisations of the League. When Committees 
to whtch certa1~ very de~mte tasks have been entrusted have, after long investigation and 
numerous meet!ngs, unammously. adopted certain conclusions, I consider that it is perhaps 
useless to examme the same questions all over again. . 

~his is precise!y the case with reference, however, to demilitarised zones. I would recall 
that It has been dts~ussed for ~ l<?ng time by organisations of the League. · Five years ago, 
~he Per!llanent Advtsory Com~1sswn on Naval, Military and Air Questions examined a ver 
mte~e.stm.g memorandum subl!'~tted by the then Lord Robert Cecil on the establishment J 
demil1tansed zones as a~ addthonal .guarantee of security. This Commission, which was 
composed of representatives of BelgJ.Um, Brazil, the British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, 



Spain and Sweden, unanimously adopted a report which is so interesting that i think it would 
be useful if I submitted it to you. I shall therefore read the opinion adopted at the meeting 
of July 7th, 1923, by the Permanent Advisory Commission: 

- " The Commiss~on is :unanimous in expre~ing its admira~on for the untiring efforts 
of Lord Robert Cecil to discover means by wh1ch armed confl1cts may as far as possible 
be avoided. 

. "It is obliged, however, to express the equally unanimous opinion that the scheme 
~hi~h has been submitted does not, from a military standpoint, attain the object it has 
m VIeW. 

" In any case, the Commission does not think that the scheme in question can ever 
be applied to States whose frontiers are constituted by natural obstacles, which these 
States would evidently not consent to abandon. 

"The above opinion of the Commission, which is unfavourable to the proposal even 
in the case of artificial frontiers, is based upon the following considerations : 

" I. The author of the scheme considers that the establishment of these zones 
would render it more easy to decide who is the aggressor but, as has already been 
pointed out, the mere fact that a frontier has been violated is, in modern warfare, 
only a factor of secondary importance in deciding this question, and in many cases 
it h.as no bearing whatever on the issue. 

- "z. The creation of these zones, which implies the abandonment of certain 
national resources and certain portions ol territory, within a definitely limited area, 
is not an equitable arrangement, for it would constitute a far more serious disadvantage 
to the smaller than to the greater States. 

"It would perhaps oblige the armies of a smaller State to abandon further 
portions of its territory without striking a blow and this area might be far larger 
than that of the demilitarised zone. 

"The proposal might, moreover, entail the gravest disadvantage for these 
smaller States by preventing them from basing their defence on the execution of an 
-offensive movement before the aggressor has had time to bring the whole of his 
superior forces into action against them. 

"3· With regard to the statement that the establishment of such zones might 
include provisions the effect of which would be to render it very difficult, if not 
impossible, to carry out concentrations of troops, it should be pointed out that in 
many cases the result would be of an entirely contrary nature, because a State which 
intended to make a sudden attack could concentrate its troops at its leisure at some 
point in rear of the zone, while the other State, which was loyally carrying out the 
convention, would be prevented from observing the operations. 

"Reference has been made in the scheme to the Swedish-Norwegian Treaty and 
to the neutral zones which exist between those two countries ; but it should be pointed 
out that this treaty was concluded in 1905-that is to say, eighteen years ago-and 
that meanwhile important developments have taken place in methods of warfare. 
Care must also be taken in examining these treaties, which are already of ancient 
date, to take into consideration all the circumstances which existed at the time it 
was drawn up and all the special situations of the two countries in question, conditions 
which cannot be applied to other States without modification. 

"The measures proposed would, in many cases, gravely increase the difficulties 
of the defence for a count'Y which was the victim of a sudden and unexpected attack ; 
for, although the defender'might secure a few hours' warning, he might be deprived 
of .his right to make timely use of favourable defensive positions situated near his 
frontier. 

"4· · A demilitarised zone is really no more than a 'no man's land' which 
the two parties undertake to respect ; and in the last resort the non-violation of this 
zone depends upon the good faith of the two contiguous States. From a practical 
point of view, such a zone is of no value as a military barrier. At the most, it might 
avail to forewarn either party of the hostile intentions of the other party and to 
diminish the chances of a collision by keeping the two factors out of contact with 
each other. 

" s. The width (50 kilometers) laid down for the zone does not provide any 
effective guarantee from a military point of view, on account of the rapidity of 
modern means of transport. Moreover, in fixing the breadth of this zone, the scheme 
ignores the air factor, which is of increasing importance in modern warfare. 

" 6. Regarding the destruction of railway lines-which it is proposed to carry 
out in the demilitarised zone-it should be pointed out that the railways of chief 
com mercia! importance are sometimes the lines which are of greatest strategical 
importance because they follow the great natural lines of communication. 

"1· Finally, the creation of these neutral· zones might involve the abandon
ment of all military measures for the defence of a territory which might be thickly 
populated ; and this would involve a risk of provoking disturbances of every kind. 
It would, moreover, appear necessary to consider how these populations would be 
governed and administered." 

- I apologise to the Committee for having spoken at such length on a perhaps too technical 
question, but it appeared to me necessary to remind you of this conscientious work done 
by the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, which I consider 
as conclusive. 
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The CHAIRMAN. -I would like to say that, duri~g our discussions at Prague, we ~:~tioned 
the possibility of establishing demilitarised zones .wrth the gre~te~t jru~ent~· an~i:; of~=~ 
form of reservation. Nevertheless, we thought rt necessary o.m .rca~· hrs p tries might 
because it may be that, despite everything, special cases may ans~ m .w ~c co~m . b 
possibly desire eventually to establish these zones. There are terntones m whrch rt may e 
necessary to make an attempt to establish them. · . 1 t t ' 

I think that we shall all agree that this is not an indispensable clause m a genera rea .Y• 
but that an opportunity should be left to insert such a clause in the case of those countnes 
which desire it. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). -Although the Chairman has spoken in t~r!lls to which 
I have nothing to add, I desire nevertheless to reply shortly .to General de ~armrs. . . 

General de Marinis has very justly referred to the neces?rty of safeguardmg the contmmty 
of our work. I entirely agree with him. This is an idea whrch I have often e~pressed myself, 
but the work as a whole must be considered. . . . 

I have great respect for the technical opinions of the Per~anertt Advisory ~ommiss~on. 
You know how often during the work of disarmament I have, m the teeth of entirely unJUS
tified reproaches, paid a tribute to the incomparable value and use of the. work <?f. the ex~e~ts. 
It is none the Jess true that, in a matter like this, there is not me~ely a stnctir ~rptary oprmon 
-there is also a political opinion. Thoug~ the Permanent A~visory Co!llmissr~:m mrg~t have 
considered it necessary, at a certain moment and from a stnctly techmcal pomt of vre':l',. to 
give a somewhat pessimistic opinion regarding the utility of. d~militarised zone.s-an opimon 
which has just been read to us and which Lord ~obert C~cil, If I reffi:ember n~~~ly, agreed 
with at the time-on the other hand, in the followmg year, m our capacrty aspohtrcrans repre
senting Governments, we adopted in the Protocol of 1924 a provision which, on the contrary, 
showed the pre-eminent interest of demilitarised zones when it came to defining the aggressor. 
Even if, from a technically military point of view, they are without interest-'-which is a 
debatable point-from a legal and moral point of view, from a political point of view, if r 
may say so for the object which we have at heart, which is the clear, distinct and indisputable 
definition of the aggressor, we thought almost unanimously in 1924 that demilitarised zones 
were of great interest. Obviously, they can only be established with the consent of contracting 
parties, but everything we do here is based on the idea of a contract, forit is a question not of 
obligations newly imposed but of the possibility for States to assume more definite obligations 
by means of special treaties. 

Consequently, I think it would be unfortunate from the legal point of view if the Committee 
remained under the impression that the establishment of demilitarised zones is not so interesting 
as our Rapporteurs, whose opinion I share, have urged. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I think it would be most unfortunate if we did not sufficiently 
appreciate the value of demilitarised zones. You may pardon a further reference to my own 
country. This was the first step in the erection of our structure of security· more than one 
hundred and ten years ago. We look upon it as almost the keystone of the satisfactory rela
tions we have had with our neighbours during these years. Previous to that time, our relations 
had not always been satisfactory, so that we have reason to feel very keenly on this subject. 
We believe that the absence of armed forces along a frontier is in itself one of the finest lessons 
that can be set before a people to inspire confidence in their neighbours on the other side of · 
that frontier. Nothing impresses visitors to North Amerlca, as they go to the United States 
from Canada, more than the fact that they cross the frontier without ever seeing a soldier. 

It seems to me that here we have one of the most essential things, and one that should not 
be passed over. It ~ay not b_e possible to embody it in a contract or in an agreement, but it 
seems to me that thrs Committee should record rts approval of the idea and that it should 
stress the fact that the two countries (namely, Sweden and Canada) which have had the most 
experience have come out strongly in favour of it. 

I do not belieye in anr internat~oll;al control. I do not think that is necessary. In our own 
case, _our Interna~r<?nal J omt CommissiOn would be there to look into the matter if there were 
~he slightest susp1c10n that one or the other of the two countries were fortifying its frontier or 
mtended to do so. . ' 

~e~eral DE MARINIS (Italy). -I thank M. Paul-Boncour, who has recognised the essential 
contmmty of our work. . 

I :-vould add th~t it is not my intention to prevent two countries establishing demil.itarised 
zones ~f _they so desrre as between the~selves. ~ ~erely wished to remind the Committee of 
the opn~Ion expressed by the best-qua~fied techmcrans in this question. My 0 inion that it is 
not adyrsable to recommend the es!abhshment of ~uch zones, but that it is suffi~ent to mention 
them, rs confirmed by the declarations of the Charrman who was gur'ded b th d 

th R t d. h' . . . ' Y e same pru ence as e appor eurs, accor mg tow Ich the desrrability of these zones is Ji 't d t 'a] 
where certain countries might wish to establish them between themsel mr e o speer cases . 
. As to V.:h~ther security is or. is not a military question, I consid~:sthat it undoubted! 
my?ives poht~cal and psyc~ologrcal factors. In substance, however, securit is a strictly 
military _quesho?. ~f the soldrers of a country should tell their people that th dy t 'd y 
that therr secunty IS assured, I believe that the political and ps h I . a] er 0 no cons! er 
determined by the views of the soldiers. yc 0 ogre actors would be 



24. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Questions: Conclusions: Paragraph 95. 

·. Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - Among the conclusions, paragraph 9S is to my 
mind one of the most important, and paragraph 9S with paragraph 96, which we shall discuss 
presently, are the only two, I think, about which I have any serious misgivings. 

Firs~ of all, !_should say that p_aragraph 9S rests upon paragraph 7S of the memorandum, 
and I think that, m the whole of th1s extremely able memorandum, there is no part of it which 
is more masterly than the analysis contained in paragraph 7S of the situation which the 
Rapporteur sees might arise. 

M. Politis, in sub-paragraph 6 of paragraph 7S. says : "Without expressly recommending 
their adoption, one of the following suggestions might serve as a basis". I gather from that 
cautious mode of expression that the Rapporteur himself realises that there are probably serious 
objections to the suggestions he offers, and that, I think, is the case. We -ought to be very 
grateful to him for putting before us the possibility of the situation which he foresees might 
arise, and also for so ably and ingeniously pointing out to the Committee the methods by which 
that situation might be met. The question which we have to consider is whether it would be 
desirable and wise to adopt one or other of these suggestions, and, as I said, I think the · 
language used by the Rapporteur, in which he says he does not expressly recommend them, 
shows that he is very much alive to the objections that may be urged. 

I have had the honour to submit to the Committee certain observations drawn up by the 
British delegation which express in some detail our point of view with regard to this clause. 
I think it would be very much wiser not to avail ourselves of the suggestions that ·are here 
made; . I do not wish to trouble the Committee with any lengthy explanations ; I think the 
matter is summed up in these words in our Observations : 

" The effect of both of these alternatives is the same : Members of the League might 
be called upon to apply sanctions in the enforcement of a decision in which they do 
not concur and against which they might even have recorded a definite vote." 

I will not argue that point now, because any member of the Committee desiring to know 
our argument will find it more clearly and more tersely set out in our Observations than I 
could give it in a speech. I do not, of course, wish to suggest any hard-and-fast principle. I 
believe that there are a few precedents already in existence for, I was going to say, tampering 

. with (but that would not be quite the right word) the principle of unanimity on the Council. 
I do not mean tampering with it, but taking steps to get round it, and, although I know there 
are precedents, I think the Committee will probably agree that these precedents should only 
be followed with very great caution and that it would not be wise to multiply them unneces
sarily, unless some very great advantage can be gained by it. It seems to me that, even 
supposing that what is suggested is a wise thing to do, we are not the proper authority to do it. 

I notice that M. Politis, in his conclusions, at the end of paragraph gs, says: " . . . so as 
to make good the legal deficiencies in paragraphs 7 and 8 of Article IS of the Covenant". 
I cannot admit that there are any legal deficiencies in that clause of the Covenant. I think 
we are bound to assume that those who drafted the Covenant, who fully discussed the bearing 
of the·clause which they were drafting, must have had present in their minds exactly the situa
tion which M. Politis has brought to our attention. They must have been perfectly well aware 
that the combination of Articles 13 and IS left one particular case unprovided for, and it would 
have been perfectly simple for the framers of the Covenant to frame it so as not to leave that 
gap, and I think we are bound to assume that if they, of full deliberation and intention, drafted 
the clause in the way they did and as it now appears in the Covenant, they did it for very good 
reasons, knowing that more harm than good might be done if they attempted to fill that gap. 
Therefore I submit, with great respect, that if any amendment is required, it ought not to be 
made by a device for getting round the provisions of the Covenant, but by frankly and straight
forwardly amending the Covenant itself. It may be desirable (I express no opinion on that 
point) for this Committee to bring the matter to the attention of the Council and the Assembly, 
and suggest to them that the Covenant should be amended in this respect, but I think it is 
very undesirable, while the Covenant remains in its present form, that a Committee like this, 
or any other of the various organs of the League, should recommend the Members of the League 
to enter individually into special agreements which would be in violation of the spirit, if not 
the letter, of the Covenant itself. . 

I repeat, referring the Committee to the fuller observations which I have circulated, that I 
think ·we should do well to follow the caution of our Rapporteur, who does not expressly 
recommend these devices, and pass on, leaving that gap, even though it should be, from our 
point of view, possibly unsatisfactory, rather than attempt in a way that I think would be 
undesirable, by a roundabout !Dethod, to amend the Covenant itself. 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). -It has often been said in public meetings that delegates come 
to the_m with their opinions already formed, and the discussions do not permit them to change 
those opinions. For once, however, I am going to show that this rule does not always apply. 
In this very delicate matter, on which I have reflected considerably for a certain number of 
years, and which we thoroughly discussed at Prague, where I desperately_ endeavoured to 
find a solution to a problem which had hitherto seemed insoluble, I am bound to recognise that 
the· observations submitted by the British delegation have succeeded in convincing me that 
for the moment there is nothing to be done, and what the representative of the British Empire 
has just stated confirms me in that impression. I would venture, however, to indicate what 
precisely the problem is, as it is necessary that there should, at any rate, remain some evidence 
of the work we have done, 



You all appreciate the importance of Article IS, paragrap~ 7· The paragraph means th~t, 
in any organisation of the pacific procedure as conternplat.ed m the Coven~nt, there ref!lams 
a· gap. It is a considerable gap, and if you refie~t on the Cl~Curnstances whtch Ina}' entail the 
application of Article IS, pa~agraph 7• yc;m wtll agree. wtth me t~a~ t~e gap ~~ not ol!lY 
considerable but extremely senous. It ts senous because, m the most trntat~ng q~estw!ls whtch 
may arise between two countries, and which are brought before the Council, ~he~e wtll result, 
when the Council is not unanimous, a declining of responsibility. The Co_uncil wtll pronounce 
what is in effect a non possumus, which brings the parties in te~s of pro~edure Iace to 
face. This would be a most critical situation when two countnes were mvolved, and~ 
were disputing questions of ~uch irnportat;~ce. . . " 

Article IS, paragraph 7, m a form whtch rn1ght be called a euphern1sn;t, says that the 
Members of the League reserve to themselves the right to take such action as they sh~ll 
consider necessary for the maintenance of right and justice". You are well aware tha.t thts, 
in other words, ·postulates the possibility of war. . · . . . . . . 

In the agreements which we are now conternplatmg, where tt IS la1d down as· a pnnctple 
that the first undertaking of the contracting parties is to prohibit resort to force in all. cases, 
it seems that this gap in the Covenant is not of great importance, since the event whtc~ we 
fear will not occur. I am not, however, altogether sure of that, and for that reason my uneasmess 
remains. It is not good to leave questions in suspense, or that one should admit that it is 
impossible to settle them. If, however, no other means are found, it is necessary to make 
shift with a system which is incomplete. 

To speak the truth, the more thoroughly this problem is examined, the more one is 
convinced that there is only one ·solution. This solution is that the parties which are truly 
animated with the pacific spirit, and which desire to assume the obligation never to resort 
to war, together with the parallel and necessary obligation always to submit their disputes 
to pacific procedures, should organise these pacific procedures so that they may always result 
in a final solution, and the only procedure possible in these circumstances is arbitration, and 
arbitration which will cover all possible disputes. If, however, the contracting States have not 
decided to go so far as arbitration, I am bound to recognise that the method which I have 
suggested in paragraph 7S of the memorandum cannot serve any very useful purpose . 

. I would speak very frankly on the subject. We are looking for means of ensuring security, 
well-defined objects in view, of which it is unnecessary to remind you. There are some of us 
who attach a special importance to the system which we are constructing, resulting, if necessary, 
in sanctions. I find in Article I6 a capital provision of the Covenant, and I was very uneasy 
at Prague when we perceived that, by endeavouring to dispense with the rule of unanimity, 
we were running the risk of rendering the application of Article r6 impossible, and we realised 
that it would be a strange result of our work if we diminished security on one side in order to 
increase it on the other. 

For this reason, the first solution considered at Prague was discarded. It is mentioned in 
the memorandum in paragraph 7S· We then sought for other means. I have indicated such 
means with a caution which Lord Cushendun has just ~ecognised. I had doubts on the subject. 
Thes~ doubts have been strengthened by the observatwns of the representative of the British 
Ernp1re,. and I a~ now clearly ·and deeply convinced that, so long as there is not compulsory 
arbttratwn applicable to all cases, we can do nothing to fill the gap left by Article IS, 
paragraph 7· . · . 

For these reasons, which I have very frankly explained to you· I am bound to state that · 
I entirely accept the proposal of the British delegation. ' _ 

26. Discussion oft he Memorandum ori Security Questions :Conclusions : Paragraphs 96 and 97. 

_ ~ord CUSHENDUN (Britis~ Empire).- My experts advise me with regard to this paragraph 
that tt would be ext.rernely d1fficult _to carry out .. I have no opinion on it myself which would 
b~ of value, but t~atts the expert advtce I have recetved. There is one thing we should bearin mind 
With regard to thts clause. We are all most anxious that whatever model treaties or agreements 
we draw up and recommend sho.u!d be. accepted by as many States as possible. There rna be 
a danger that we may put provtstons mto the.se treaties which, instead of encouraging pe~ple 
to adhere to them, may deter then;t from domg so. It may very well be-and I think it is 
probable-that delegates representmg other States will receive from their expe t d · 
much t~e same advice as I have.received, and it may be thought to be irnpracticabl~ toai;s~~~ 
on belligerents, because ~hey will ~ave become belligerents, an armistice as proposed in ;his 
paragrap_h. My observations on thts paragraph, therefore are the same as on the la t 1 
that, while ~ fully see t?at the ?bject in view is very de~irable t think that on ths ' nharnl e :ft• 
would be Wiser not to mclude 1t. . ' • e w o e, t 

Paragraph 97 did not give rise to any observations. 

28. Discussion oft he Memorandum on Security Questions· Conclus·1ons . p h 9 . · . aragrap s 8 to 102. 
The CHAIRMAN.- Paragraph 98 deals with a t• h" h h 

memoranda, particularly in the German and B 9.1!-es tOn w IC as been dealt with in several 
aggression on the part of a third party which d nttsh tn;ernoranda. It concerns the case of 
the various opinions on this question have oes no . orm part of the group. I think that 
that a further discussion of the matter woJ;ebe s:s~C:S~~tly expressed, and it seems to me 

Paragraphs 99. roo, IOI and 102 did not give rise to anv observation.~. 
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ZT. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Qusstions : Conclusions: Paragraph 103. 

l':f· MA~KOV!TCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, ~roats and Slovenes).-:- I do not wish to prolong 
the discussiOn, smce I have already had occasiOn to state a reservation in regard to this para
grapli. I would merely venture to express a doubt. I wonder whether the omission of the 
clause which provides for the maintenance of the territorial integrity of the contracting States 
and which, as I reminded you the other day, is expressly dealt with in Article 10 of the Covenant' 
will not give rise among other States which would be parties to a regional agreement to furthe; 
~auses of distrust. I shoul_d be grate~ul ~f tJ;le Drl!-fti~g Committee v.:ould take this misgiving 
mto account, as the question of terntonal mtegr1ty IS the most dehcate of all international 
problems. I understand that States which are not satisfied with their present frontiers will 
feel a certain hesitation in accepting this clause in good faith and without reserve, as Germany 
has done in the Locarno Treaty. While I fully understand their hesitation, I cannot, speaking 
on behalf of a country which considers that its frontiers have been fixed with justice and equity, 
and keeping the question within the limits of the principle of nationality, avoid having certain 
misgivings at the idea of not including in security agreements the clause which is embodied 
in the Locarno Treaty, and which guarantees the territorial integrity of the contracting States. 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). - I do not wish to discuss this question thoroughly. You are 
well aware of all the delicate points to which it may give rise, but I would endeavour to remove 
the anxiety of M. Markovitch. 

M. Markovitch takes up his stand on the Covenant, and I think that that is the basis on 
which we should alwayn:onsider the. matter. He has appealed to Article xo. If in a treaty 
established by us nothing is said in regard to the territorial status quo, in view of the fact that 
all our work is done under the auspices of the League of Nations and under the Covenant 
itself, it necessarily follows that Article xo of the Covenant comes within the scope of our 
intentions. · · 

It is well, however, to observe that M. Markovitch in his request goes a little further than 
Article xo. That article is as follows : 

" The Members of the League undertake to respect and preserve as against external 
aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all Members 
of the League." 

I would emphasise the phrase " undertake to respect and preserve as against external 
aggression". There is here an implication that the aggression would have forits object a change 
in the territorial_position. The article points to .a kind of mutual assistance and it must not 
be abandoned. · 

It was never my intention to suggest any weakening of Article xo, but the territorial 
guarantee which we are now discussing adds something to Article xo, since a State which 
undertakes to guarantee the territorial status of another State does more than promise not 
to embark upon an aggression the object of which is a modification of that status. The State 
undertakes to guarantee the other party against any threats to which it may be subject in 
the future. This is a reinforcement of the undertakings embodied in Article xo, as is actually 
the case in the text of the treaty which has just been cited. , 

On the other hand, if nothing is said, the position remains as it is defined in the Covenant, 
and that would meet the point which has been raised, since you are asking only for the applica-
tion of Article xo. , 

I mention the point because we are thinking of collective security treaties to be concluded 
between all the States concerned, and we are being asked to discard from these treaties any 
points which may be directed against third parties. The object at which we are aiming, as 
excellently defined by M. Paul-Boncour, is to enable States of a certain region which hitherto 
belonged to opposed groups to come together within a common group in order that there may 
be both for them and for the group as a whole the greater degree of security, which may serve 
as a point of departure for a further development of mutual confidence. 

If such is our object.:_and I think that it should be-it is essential that we should not add 
to the difficulties which may arise in the conclusion of these treaties. Let us rest content with 
the Covenant. Article xo gives us a sufficient guarantee and we should not ask for more. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). -I would thank M. Politis 
for the explanations which he has just given. I note his authentic interpretation, if I may use 
the word, of the question which we are at present studying. • 

Paragraph 87 gave me some anxiety and it was in order to fix exactly the scope of para
graph 103 that I raised the point. I quite understand that, in a given region, it may not be 
possible to reach a regional agreement including a territorial guarantee. As the Rapporteur 
has just said; such a guarantee }Vould go beyond the Covenant. I associate myself with this 
interpretation. · 

28. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Questions: Conclusions: Paragraph 104. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). -_There is just one point I should like to bring forward 
with regard to this clause. Of course, I entirely agree that security pacts should be brought 
into harmony with the Covenant, but I am not sure, first of all, that I quite understand what 
is meant by saying that they should form part of a coherent and comprehensive scheme, and 
I feel pretty sure that this is not essential. It may be desirable, but it is surely not essential. 
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Any security pacts which are concluded in any part of the world must. be p_ro tanto a secll!ity 
for peace. It may be that security pacts, for ins~anc~, would be entered mto m South Am~nca ; 
it may be that security pacts would be entered mto m Eastern Eur?pe. I can see ~o particular 
reason why they should form part of a coherent and compre~en~1v~ ~cheme or, mdeed, h?w 
they could possibly do so, and it appears to me to be unnecessanly hm1tmg our recom_menda!1on 
of these contracts to say that-it is essential. Even. though such_ contracts should be msu~c1ent 
and partial and very much less than we should hke to have, 1t appears to me very des1rable 
that we should approve of them. At the present moment we are all agreed as to the benefit_ of 
the Locarno Treaty, but it only covers a very small pa~t of th~ wo!ld. N?ne of us would hke 
to see it abrogated ; none of us would like to say anythmg agamst 1t. It IS very :useful as far 
as it goes, and I think in the same way that secunty pacts, wherever entered mto and by 
whomsoever, are all so much to the good, and that we should encourage them as far as we can. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) . .:_If we consider th~ ~r~nch text, I do_ not think that the _ 
representative of the British Empire need have any m1sg1vmg on the subject. . 

I would remind my colleagues that this point explicitly _concerns the ter~s o~ the objects ~f 
our resolution of 1927, in which we asked that means m1ght be _f~und to mv1te th_e C<;mnc_!l 
to generalise and co-ordinate collective agreeme~ts. In my op~mon, such co-ordmatlon ~s 
absolutely necessary and it should be understood m two ways. F1rst, there should be co-ordi
nation with the Covenant, since, as M. Politis has emphasised, we are working under the 
auspices of the League of Nations. We must define the Covenant, leaving· its provisions 
intact. Secondly, there must be a certain co-ordination between the various treaties. Lord 
Cushendun just now very rightly said that, if a regional pact or treaty of this kind is concluded 
in a region far distant from Europe, we should all be delighted, but our colleagues from other 
continents will excuse us if we think rather more closely of Europe. We have in present 
circumstances greater difficulties to contend with in our continent. 

If we succeed in setting up, as we desire, a system of regional treaties of this character, 
co-ordination will be absolutely necessary, as it may happen that one arid the same State may 
be pledged in various regional treaties, on the one hand, to a group of States of which it forms 
part, and, on the other hand, to another group of States of which it also forms part,_ since 
geographical regions cannot be absolutely and geometrically determined. The resolution of 
1927 is still as valuable as it was. I consider, therefore, that it will be useful to keep this 
provision in regional treaties·. 

M. POLITIS (Rapporteur). - I would add only two words in order to say that M. Paul-
Boncour has very carefully interpreted my opinion. . 

I do not think that there is any room for misunderstanding when one reads not perhaps 
the conclusion, which is only a summary of a very long passage of the memorandum, but 
paragraph 88. As M. Paul-Boncour has reminded you, we have undertaken, at the invitation 
of the last Assembly, a task the object of which is to avoid the least contradiction either between 
the agreements t~emselves, or with the Covenant of the League of Nations, or ·between two -
or seyeral successive agree~ents .. It_is necessary that the same ends should be followed, perhaps 
by ~lffere~~ means and_ With vanatlons, bu_t that there should never be any risk of a contra
dictiOn ansmg. ~or th1s ~eason, reference IS here made to· that principle. It might doubtless 
be understood Without bemg expressed, but the idea is so essential that it has seemed to me 
necessary to indicate it. The recommendation is made that the parties, when they make an 
agreement, should be careful that its clauses are in no way in contradiction either with the 
Covenant of the League of Nations or with previous agreements concluded between States 
Mem~er~ of the Lea_g~e. In_ order to give a more practical scope to this recommendation, I 
have md1cated tha~ 1t IS poss1):>le for the parties, if they so desire, in order to be more sure that 
they \IT~ not J?akmg any m1?take, to entrust th~ Council of the League of Nations before 
reg~stermg t~e1r agreement With the task of ensurmg, by the light of the great experience of 
that bo_dy 1~ matters. ?f international organisation, that the agreement is altogether in 
conform1ty With_ the spmt of the g_eneral Covenant and that it is logically in keeping with 
agreements prevwusly concluded w1th other States . 

. We approac~ a different class _of ideas in paragraph 104 of the conclusions from those with 
wh1ch we have h1therto been dealmg. _We have studied the necessary clauses, either su le
mentary or C?mplem~ntary, of a ?ecunty agreement. We are now examining what arep~he 
reco1:11mendabons wh1ch we are gomg to 1ssue in the form of resolutions. 

The fi_rst of these re~om_mendations is that the parties shall take for their uidance this 
nec:ssary 1dea of co-?rdmatlon, and that they should entrust the Council if fhey th" k ·t 
adv1sable to do so, With the task of exercising a certain supervision 1n this ~onnection. m 1 

Lor~ CUSHE~DUN (~ritish Empire). -I should like to thank M. Politis for his ver detailed 
expla~atlons, wh1ch entirely remove all misgivings from my mind and whi h t.Y 1 
my v1ews. · c en 1re y meet 

29. Discussion of the Memorandum on Security Questions • Conclusions p h 
106 and 107. • : aragrap s 105, 

The CHAIRMAN. -Several delegates have d th · · 
graph 106. I do not think it would serve an ~~~rre elr v1e'Ys at some length on .para
all the more so as proposals have alread bY u purpose to d1s~uss the matter further
be examined and submitted to you' late! on~en made by the Draftmg Committee which will 

Paragraphs 105 and 107 did not give rise to any observations. 



30. Programme of Work. 

The CHAIRMAN. -A Committee will meet to-morrow afternoon in order to discuss the 
mem<?ra_ndum of M. R~tgers. T~ere is not in this mem<?randum _any special proposal for 
submiSSIOn to the Draftmg Committee ; we are merely makmg certam observations regarding 
.articles of the Covenant. If there are any reservations to be made on behalf of the delegations to 
these observations, or if the delegations desire to express contrary views, we will discuss 
them. Hitherto, the Committee has not received any note on this subject from the delegations. 
I therefore think that the discussion of the memorandum can be short. There remain for 
discussion the proposals of the German delegation. In these circumstances, we will to-morrow 
conclude the discussion of the reports and the memoranda. 

The Drafting Committee will work Wednesday and Thursday, and will be able to present 
on Friday its proposals for consideration by the Committee, which will then be able to finish 
its work on Saturday with the adoption of its general report embodying all the proposals 
which are adopted. If the work of the Drafting Committee so permits, I will ask that the Bureau 
should be authorised to convene the Committee before Saturday. 

M. RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - Is the question of financial assistance also to be 
examined to-morrow afternoon ? This question may give rise to discussion. . 

The CHAIRMAN. - It will be discussed to-morrow. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - Before separating, may I say-and I am· sure 
every member of the Committee will agree with me-how pleased we are to see the Chairman 
back again after his indisposition. We hope very much that his health is completely restored 
and that he will be able to preside over our work until the end of the session. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I am deeply touched by this expression of sympathy, which will be 
to me a further encouragement to devote myself completely to the work of the Committee. 

M. PoLITIS (Rapporteur). - I would like, now that we are finishing the discussion of my 
memorandum, to express to you my cordial thanks. You have been extremely kind; you have 
addressed to me an abundance of compliments, and I greatly appreciate the spirit of concilia
tion which has inspired this very difficult discussion. I venture to see a good augury for the 
future in the way in which our discussions have progressed. We have begun to show to the 
nations how mutual confidence may arise between men of goodwill. 

The meeting rose at 7 p.m. 

TENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, February 28th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

31. General Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 18 of the Covenant. 

The CHAIRMAN. - It remains to examine the memorandum of M. Rutgers on Articles 
IO, II and x6 of the Covenant, on the communications of the League in times of crisis, and of 
financial assistance to States threatened with aggression. We will then take up the proposals 
of the German delegation. 

The discussion on the articles of the Covenant will result, I believe, in the adoption of a 
resolution or recommendation after the various views of the members of the Committee have 
been heard. We have already received the suggestions of the French delegation. 

As regards financial assistance, I would propose the appointment of a Committee composed 
of three members of the Financial Committee and three members of our own Committee. 

As to the question of the communications of the League in times of crisis, we might draft 
a resolution embodying proposals or suggestions made in the memorandum of M. Rutgers. 

During the first session of the Committee, it was proposed to review some of the articles 
of the Covenant, but it was subsequently decided to confine the enquiry to Articles IO, II and 
16, examining, however, their possible co-ordination with other articles. We might proceed to 
the examination of this part of the memorandum by considering first the conclusions. Perhaps 
there are members of the Committee who wish to present general observations on the question 
as a whole. · 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). -I would venture to make 
some observations of a general character on the memorandum. At the last meeting, the Chair
man said that the discussion of this part of the report might be very short, and he thought 
that all the members of the Committee would agree in unanimously accepting the conclusions 
of the Rapporteur. I agreed with that view so far as the arguments of a legal or dogmatic 
character were concerned. These arguments are explained at length in the memorandum of 
M. Rutgers. I much regret, however, that I am not of that opinion as regards the political 
aspect of the problem. The most important part of the three reports cannot be examined quite 
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. ld d · ly platonic conclusions which so briefly, and it seems to me tha~ they sh?u not e~ !n mere. art of there ort deals with 
bear very little relation to the secunty at whichhw~ are a~IDIJ?g. ~f~h~ League of ~ations which 
essential articles of the Covenant and of the w obe frnec amsrn . ts in ascertaining up t~ what 
is designed to safeguard peace. The problem e ore U? consis . s and maintain eace 
point the principles of the Covenant can. guarantee secunty ;r th~:ttlo~hat methods, fn th~ 
by what precise rules an arJ?led confl_Ict can beh prSetvetnte h' ah is ittacked can receive the 
unfortunate event of a conflict breakmg out, t e a e w IC 
assistance due to it under t~e <;ovenant. · d f M Politis we almost unanimously 

As a result of the exarnmatlon of the rnernoran urn o · . • 
approved the statement of the ~appor~eu~-to the ~ffecththat the.Jrtl~~es of ~f~h ~~de;sa~~ ~=~e 
indefinite and hazardous in their application. It was t at co_ns1 era IOn w • 
in agreements of arbitration and non-aggression and rnu~ual ~s1stance, COJ?lplernentar~ el~~e~~s 
of securit or in a word security itself. Up to a certam pomt we were m agreef!len WI . e 
Introduct~r 'Note whlch affirms that the Covenant of· the League of Nati.ons con tams 

uarantees ~f securlty but we are invited by a resolution of the Assembly to consider from the 
g olitical point of vievJ what the application of the articles of the Covenant can do for us, _not 
~0 much in the light of a theoretical system constructed by lawyers, but as a matter of practical 

politics. 1 · h' h' h h Jd · t I have looked in the memorandum for some trace of the re atwns 1p w IC .s ou ex1s 
between Articles ro II and r6 of the Covenant and security. I have found nothmg of conse
quence. I find a v;ry thorough and well-documented study of the gaps of a legal character 
which exist in the Covenant. We find also in the memorandum of M. Rutgers very valuable 
applications of·the various possibilities which may arise. The rnernor~ndurn, however, throws 
very little light on the fundamental question of the value' of ~he articles o~ the Covenant as 
a factor of the security which can be obtained in order to achieve a reduction of a:rnarnents. 

I note there is a· fendency which is somewhat exaggerated not ~o touch the ~rbcles of the 
Covenant and not to interpret them. They are regarded as sornethmg sacred which f!IU;>t not . 
even be approached, and the Rapporteur himself indicates in several passages that It IS ~ot 
his intention either to interpret the articles of the Covenant or to remove o~ add anythmg 
whatever to the rights and duties of the States Members of the League of N~t~o~s. · . 

I also think that we must remain within the limits of the Covenant, but 1t 1s Impossible to 
avoid considering the political aspect of the question, although I am by no means unawar~ of 
the difficulties which will be encountered. For this reason, I venture to draw the attention 
of the Drafting Committee to this omission in the report by M. Rutgers. It is a gap_which will 
·place our Committee in a very difficult position when we come to indicate to the Preparatory 
Commission on Disarmament the value of-the system established by the Covenant from the 
point of view of the security which the nations claim before proceeding to disarmament. We 
cannot, in my opinion, answer this fundamental question by presenting arguments of a purely 
legal character, such as we find in the report of M. Rutgers. _ 

I would draw attention to another gap, and I raised this point at the first session of our 
Committee. I am referring to the last part ·of the resolution of the Assembly .of 1927, which is 
as follows : 

"The Assembly considers that these measures should be sought . . . . . . . . . 
" In an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the measures 

which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, 
to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict breaking 
out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either all its forces, 
or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith intervene in the conflict 
to support the Council's decisions or recommendations." 

. This is the only_really practical point wh~ch I fin~ in ~he resolution of the Assembly under 
wh1ch we are studymg the problem of secunty. This pomt, however, is scarcely mentioned 
in the memorandum of M .. Rutgers. The Assembly invites. the Council to ask the various States 
what rneasur~s they can unde.rtake _in order to guarantee pea_ce in support of decisions or 
recorn~endati_ons of ~he Council. It 1~ clear that the Assernb~y 1s regarding_ the problem from 
a practical pomt of VIew. The Council, however, before puttmg such questions to the various 
States, should inform them precisely what it intends to do itself, and how it views the 
fulfilment of its task. · 

I am prompted to make the above ob.servations by the sole desire to see our Committee 
achieve more practical results. On several occasions I have already insisted on the political and 
practical aspect of our task as a whole. I am afraid that our Committee may be lost in the 
study of arguments which are rather of a legal character, and, while paying a tribute to the 
scientific and objective way in which the memorandum of M. Rutgers has been framed, I 
cannot approve 1ts conclusiOns unless they are completed by some estimate of the practical 
value of the working of the system established by Articles ro, II and 16 of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations. I would ask the Drafting Committee to take these observations into 
account as far as possible. · 

. The CHAIR:-rAN_. -:- Before continuing our discussion, I would like at once to submit a 
Simple observation m reply to one of the remarks of M. Markovitch. He has said that in this 
jtudy of the arti~les of th_e Covenant, sight has been lost of the last resolution of the As~ernbly. 

would draw his attention to the fact that M. Politis refers to the matter in his report in 
paragrap_h Sr. In the prograrnrn~ which_ we _drew up at the first session of the Committee, we 
thought It preferable to study this questiOn m the report on security agreements. 
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M. V ALD~S-ME.NDEVILLE (Chile): - ~ ":ould like to remind the Committee that,. during 
the general discussiOn, I approved m pnnc1ple the first conclusion of the memorandum of 
M. Rutgers; as I agreed with him. th~t it was '?-~t desirable, to est~blish a rigid and complete 
code of procedure for the League m times of cns1s. I agree that h1s conclusions are not in any 
way intended to increase or to limit the rights and duties of the Members of the League. 

- In this connection, I would emphasise certain observations in the memorandum of M. 
Rutgers which, in my view, elucidate the conclusions to which I have just alluded. Paragraph 
128 states : · 

" Article II does not impose upon Members of the League any obligations which can 
be rigidly specified; the Council's action under this article is political rather than judicial.~' 

As to Article r6, the resolution of 1921 is referred to in paragraph r6r, and, as I pointed 
out during the general discussion, we believe that it will be extremely difficult to depart from 
this doctrine, which is in agreement with the commentary which M. Rutgers has appended to 
that resolution. 

Further, in paragraph I7I I endorse the following observation : · 

" It is not the Council which has the last word on the measures to be taken in execu
tion of Article r6. It is for the Members, bearing constantly in mind their duty to enforce 
respect for the Covenant, to decide upon what measures they can take." 

Nevertheless, I recognise, as I have already said, that the efforts of the Committee, as 
in general those of the League of Nations, must have for their principal object the prevention 
of war, and that, therefore, preference should be given to the indications to be made in respect 
of Article II without prejudice to the prerogatives of the Council and the rights of States. 

In any case, the close connection between the articles of the Covenant is once again 
emphasised by the memorandum of M. Rutgers: For this reason, it seems to me that the 
conclusion not to lay down definite rules for the application of Articles II and r6 is particularly 
judicious, as otherwise it would be necessary to study the question in the light of Articles II 
and I2, and also, I think, in the light of Articles IS and 17 and zr of the Covenant. 

I agree with the Rapporteur that the moment has not come to undertake this study, and 
I agree with the indication given in paragraph 176 : 

"The variety of cases which might arise is such that it is impossible to settle in 
advance what measures will be possible and expedient." 

This leaves i:he Council free to act with the full knowledge of the facts when the moment for 
action arrives. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The observations of M. Markovitch on the whole of the memorandum 
dealing with the practical scope of the articles of the Covenant are extremely important. 
The Rapporteurs, when they discussed this question at Prague, were confronted with several 
difficulties. They felt that they should not give any new interpretation of the Covenant, but 
that .it was necessary rather to explore and examine the articles in order to ascertain all their 
possible consequences. In these circumstances, the problem was to undertake a legal analysis 
of the articles, and it was a fairly difficult task to emphasise all that might contribute to security 
in their application. I quite recognise that the contention of M. Markovitch that we should go 
still further is very important, and I believe that the note of the French delegation also draws 
attention to this point of view. 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur). - I will for the moment confine myself to replying briefly to 
M. Markovitch. I imagine that, as regards the second criticism which he made, he has already 
received satisfaction from the reply of the Chairman, who has reminded us that I was not asked 
to deal with the point to which he has referred. 

M. Markovitch contrasts the legal and the political value of the Covenant, and, according 
to him, the memorandum which I have submitted emphasises rather the first than the second 
aspect. It is a great disappointment for me to hear that my memorandum has produced this 

. impression upon my colleague, for I endeavoured, on the contrary, to emphasise the political 
value of the Covenant, and I especially insisted on the great importance of Article II of the 
Covenant, which has no legal consequences, but which gives the Council not powers in the 
legal sense but a task which is in relationship with the political object of the League of Nations. 

M. Markovitch has asked why the memorandum does not contain an appreciation of the 
degree of security which the Covenant actually gives and of the practical value of the articles 
of the Covenant. I think, however, that it is M. Markovitch himself who established a contrast 
between security which cannot be measured but which actually exists and security which can 
be measured and which he desires to obtain. 

In examining the degree of security given by the Covenant, I might perhaps have added 
some paragraphs. I thought of inserting the observations of M. Scialoja on the value of Article 
ro, which was referred to by M. Sokal at the last Assembly : 

" The true value of Article ro lies in the fact that its principles will in future becoml:! 
part of the conscience of nations. At that moment they will have more than a legal value, 
because the moral conscience of mankind is of greater value than law." 

I do not know whether such a quotation satisfies M. Markovitch. He may say that this 
is an evolution which remains somewhat hazardous, since the moral conscience' of nations 
forms part of it, and since it is impossible to know in advance by what figure such an element 
can be represented on a balance-sheet. 
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h d f · g with any precision the degree of 
I do not think that we can find a met 0 0 ~ei~u~~ance it attached to that security, 

security conferred ~y the Coyenantl. Fo~,dwh~te~~ co~fidence which we must have in the 
it must be recognised that 1ts va ue res1 es ~n e 
conscience of the Members of the League of Na_tiOns.6 . d r "th the que~tion whether it 

I said someth~ng simil~r conce:n!ng: Article 1 . m f eahmg ~~le I said that, if ever the 
was necessary to give a stnct and ngid I?~erpretatiOn o t e ar IC . -t de end on le a! inter
question of its application arose, the deciSI~n .of the State~. would fd b Jhether the gprinciple 
pretation and legal deduc~i~ns, but.that the I!Dpotht~nt qu~~ Ion ~tulwayes arise when an effort 
of Article 16 was not a hvmg reality. I thmk t IS ques IOn '."'1 a . . ht h h 
is made to estimate the practical value of the Covenant. M. !"!arko':'Itch ~as ng wm:~tere 
said that this degree of security is not measurable and that, m dealing With such a , 
it is impossible to give figures which can b_e placed upon a _blalance-shh~e~ t t the Council 

The olitical value of the Covenant IS based on Artie e II, w _Ic en ru_s s . 
with the auty of doing all that is possible to preserve peace and which contams the pm~t of 
view of the League of Nations; while Articles 12 to 16 con_cern rat~~r a form of proce ure, 
relations entirely of a legal" nature. Article 10 also contams provisiOns ~f a !ega~ natl!re. 
Article II is the article in which the main political valu~ of th~ Covenant resides and m which, 
in my view, is to be found, first and foremost, the secunty which the Covenant affords to-day. 
It is for this reason that I have tried to continue what M. de ~rouckere ~as so well begun ~nd 
to lay special emphasis on the importance of Article II. I thmk that, m order. to. appreciate 
the amount of security which the Covenant affords to-day, we must always refer m the first 
instance to Article II. 

M. CANTILO (Argentine). - I do not wish, by rising, to prolong this discussion, which 
has already been long and difficult. I am all the more reluctant to _do so. for I full~ underst~nd, 
as M. Paul-Boncour said yesterday, that what concerns the ~om~It~ee _Is the affairs and views 
of Europe. I do not interpret this to mean that t~e Comm1tt_ee IS m~I~erent, but rathe: that 
it wishes to pay a tribute to the state of in.terna~IOnal rel~tiOns e~Ishng on ~mr _ contme?t. 

I have already said during the general discussiOn tha~, m my vieW; ther.e Is. no necessity 
to add to the provisions of the articles of the Covenant which have been studied m ~he memo
randum of M. Rutgers any strict rules of procedure and that, on the contrary, It could be 
advantageous to allow a certain elasticity _with regard to these various article:' an~ thl!s take 
account of what it was desired to accomplish by means of the Covenant, beanng m mmd the 
freedom of action which Article II itself leaves to Members of the League. 

Others, more especially my friend and colleague, M. Valdes, with whom I find myself in 
agreement on this point, have demonstrated the connection existing between the various articles 
of the Covenant. They have emphasised the usefulness of contemplating the various means 
by which the League of Nations may exercise its peaceful mission at any given moment. Any 
insistence on my part would therefore be useless. · · 

Article 21, however, has been spoken of in connection with the articles of the Covenant 
now under discussion, though no direct mention of it occurs in the memorandum. You know 
the terms of Article 21. I would just remind you of them : 

"Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect the validity of international 
engagements such as treaties of arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe 
doctrine . . . " ,. 
It is my duty to make objections, in the name of historical accuracy, to the wording of 

Article 21. 

The Monroe doctrine mentioned in the article is a political declaration of the United 
States. The policy expressed or- enshrined in this declaration in opposing, when it was made, 
the designs of the Holy Alliance, and in removing the threat of a European reconquest of 
America was, by a fortunate coincidence of principles, of very great service to us at the 
beginning of our existence. We fully recognise that in this sense the declaration has done and 
always '."'ill do great honour to the U~ite~ States, whose political hist~r~ c~ntains so many fine 
pages '."'Ith referel?'ce to fr~edom and JUStice. It would be untrue -1t Is, m fact, quite untrue 
-to give, as Article 21 giVes, even by way of an example, the name of regional agreement 
to a unilateral political declaration which has never, as far as I am aware, been explicitly 
approved by other American States. 

~- MA.RKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - I do not wish to prolong 
the discussiOn, but I must warmly thank our Rapporteur for having furnished us with explana
tions whi~h show _that my observation~ were not entirely useless. In any case, I see that M. -
Rutgers himself thmks that the work which we must accomplish is of an essentially political kind. 

Though I made certain observations, I had no intention of criticising the work of the 
Rapporteur. I paid a well-deserved tribute to the efforts he has made to submit to us a 
rep<;>rt w~ich, ~ince it presents t~e problem in its various aspects, may usefully serve as a 
basis of discussiOn. My observation concerns rather the fundamental conception of the whole 
w?rk of the ~ommittee on Arbitration and Security. . I repeat that observation in connection 
With the ~rbcl~s of the Covenant, a?d I do so bec~use I made the same remark during the 
general dJsc~ssiOn on the Introd~cbon. I repeat It even more in order to emphasise that 
the work which we must accomplish should not end merely by the adoption of legal formulas 

If I am ready to accept in principle the views of the various speakers who have Iaidemphas·~ 
?n the amount o£ security actually in existence owing to the Covenant I ask in return tha~ 
m our reply to the Preparatory Commission and in our report to the C~unci! and the v · ' 
Governments, we do not fail to express a definite and purely political opinion on the n~~~~1 
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working of certai~ syst~ms contemplated by the Covena!lt. I would recall a point which 
has not been mentioned m the report of M. Rutgers but wh1ch was dealt with as the Chairmau 
has just reminded me, in the report of M. Politis. ' 

I think_ that M. Politis has examined t~is point solely in connection with special agreements. 
The resoluh?n of the Assembly, however, IS based on a general principle and did not specially 
refer. to reg~onal a_greements. The As:;~mbly recommends the Council to ask States quite 
defimtely what action they would take 1f a threat of war occurred in a given region, and what 
help they would be prepared to furnish in order to execute the decisions of the Council. 

I have a~ready said in S~ptem?er ~hat this procedure wil~ afford a means of dealing with 
. the p~oblem m ~he manner m_ wh1c~ 1t ought to be dealt ~1th, as. a political and practical 

question. In th1s way, the nations w1ll know clearly what action the mternational organisation 
of Geneva will take against any unjustified or unprovoked attack. 

You must excuse me if I have taken up your time, but I am obliged to state exactly and 
faithfully the opinion of the delegation of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. I appeal once more 
to the Drafting Committee, and I ask it to complete the memorandum of M. Rutgers, I will 

·not say by a definite expression of opinion, but in any case by an examination of the system as 
it exists by virtue of the articles of the Covenant. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France).- Though I asked to speak when the representative of the 
Argentine made the statement, which is of very great importance, to which we have listened, it 
was not because I wished to comment upon it at all. I would, however, like to dissipate a 
slight fear which I thought discernible at the beginning of his statement, based on certain 
observations which I made yesterday, which might leave it to be supposed that I have not 
the most resolute faith in the universality of the League. It is not merely a feeling of friendly 
courtesy which causes me to say this. I have a very profound sense of the character and 
necessities of the League. Only what we were discussing yesterday dealt essentially with 
regional matters, for we were occupied with regional treaties, and it is obvious that we were 
obliged, in our capacity as unhappy Europeans, to turn back upon ourselves and agree that 
the state of security was very different in South America from what it was in Europe, and that, 
obviously, regional treaties of which the object would be to give greater precision to the mutual 
guarantees of the Covenant were of greater interest as far as we were concerned. 

That is the only meaning of the words which I used yesterday, and I hope that no possible · 
misunderstanding can subsist in the mind of our colleague and, generally speaking, in the 
minds of the delegates of countries beyond the Atlantic who have come here to give us their 
valuable help. 

M. CANTILO (Argentine). - I warmly thank M. Paul-Boncour for what he has just said. 
I may say that I had already guessed that he was going to speak as he did, for I went beyond 
what he said in the preliminary remarks I made. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I return to the statements of M. Markovitch, for they affect the 
memorandum of M. Rutgers taken as a whole. Our colleague asks us to discover not legal but 
practical formulre to indicate in what manner the working of the articles of the Covenant can 
assure a certain degree of security. I think that is what is in the mind of M. Markovitch. 

We are obviously faced with a difficulty which we must try to solve. How can we adopt 
a resolution based ·on the memorandum of M. Rutgers which shall indicate exactly to Govern
ments what procedure is to be followed in any case of possible future conflict which may arise ? 

As far as Article II is concerned, I think it would be easy_ to achieve agreement. You 
are aware that the Committee of the Council has examined, with the assistance of the work of 
the Preparatory Commission on Disarmament, the manner in which it is possible to proceed 
under Article II, and a report has been drawn up upon this. This report lays down a kind of 
itinerary which the Council may eventually be able to follow. The memorandum of M. Rutgers 
prolongs this itinerary to a certain degree and shows in what manner the machinery of the 

. League may be used in the case of conflict. In our resolution we can show roughly what would 
be the position of the Council when faced with a dispute, while at the same time avoiding too 
much rigidity. On this point I think we can satisfy M. Markovitch, and we can ask the Draft
ing Committee to put forward the necessary formulre. 

As far as Article 16 is concerned, the problem is much more complicated. Last year, 
M. de Brouckere examined Article r6. Now M. Rutgers has examined it, and we have taken 
the question up once more at our meeting in Prague. Everyone who has examined it has 
found himself faced with a difficult situation. Article II has been applied on several occasions. 
Article r6 has riever been applied. In seeking precedents and in enumerating them, we have 
been able to show the kind of procedure the Council could follow if it had to apply Article II 
again. Happily the Council has not yet had occasion to apply Article 16. It is therefore difficult 
to draw up an itinerary. It is far easier to base our discussions on what has happened than 
to do so basing them on what might happen eventually. This, however, is the position in 
which we find ourselves. 

We all agree to recognise that a certain freedom of procedure must be left to the Council. 
Further, the note submitted to-day by the French delegation contains certain remarks regard
ing what action ought to be taken in the furute in cases of dispute. It is stated : 

"To solve the problem of security, the three following types of solution are necessary 
simultaneously : organisation of the pacific procedure for settling international disputes ; 
mutual assistance against the aggressor; reduction and limitation of armaments." 

This shows the necessity of indicating more clearly what would be the action of the Council 
were Article 16 to be applied. This is the position. The Drafting Committee must examine 
the question whether it is possible to find a formula not only to cover Article II, which I 
think will not ):le difficult, but also Article 16. . 
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(R t ) . I thank ·M Markovitch for the kind words which he has 
M. RuTGERS appor eur . - · 

used regardin!l' ~y memora;d~{;· 1 f the Chairman which should give satisfaction to 
I very willingly agre~ ? e l?roposa 0 · k · t' ill be difficult at this moment to 

M. Markovitch, as far as It IS possl?le to do so. . I thm I . w mi ht n ake on the subjects 
decide what resolution or declarat~on the Draftmg Commttte~. g but I think that in the 
dealt w!th in the .memorandudm whtchtw~ !have nb: ~~~~d ~~ ~s~~:sit possible to draw up a 
conclustons of this memoran urn rna ena may 
declaration regarding the application of Article 16. , 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I regret extremely t? find mJ:self in disagr~em~nt 
with M. Markovitch, to whose speeches in thi_s ~o~mittee ~ ?ave list~ned ~1th gr~at ad~trat~ont 
At the same time, I regret the decision-If It IS a dectswn-wh~ch_ the Chatrman as JUS 
announced, namely, that the Drafting Committee should be c~mmts.stoned to attempt to find 
a formula for dealing with the article of the Covenant under d1scusswn. ·. . . ? 

What does the Committee expect to gain by that instruction to the J?raftmg Commhtte~ 
I submit - and I think other speakers have come to the same conclusto~ - that w at · 
Markovitch really wants to get is something which we cannot have. Nothmg we ca~ dh ~n~ 
no investigation which we or any other committee can undertake can mea~ure w a IS 
immeasurable. Security is not a measurable thing. I think we should be. settmg out on a 
hopeless task if we or the Drafting Committee tried to lay down any companson bet•,~·~en the 
existing security under the Covenant and some measure of. security that may ~e add1tlonally 
gained by the agreement we can undertake. I do not thmk we shall get an mch nearer to 
our goal by such procedure. . . . . . . 

On the other hand, I think there would be great disadvantage m over!oadmg the work of 
the Drafting Committee. I remember I said here in December that I hoped the work to. be 
undertaken by the Secretariat and the Rapporteurs would not have the result of burymg 
us under an avalanche of documents. I think there is some danger that we may so overl~ad 
the work of the Drafting Committee that the ultimate r_esu~t will ceas~ t~ haye _any compara~1ve 
value. Surely it would be very much better to restnct. Its work wtth1~ ~Imtts of a pra~ttcal 
nature which we wiii all recognise as the basis for some ultimate actual decisions to .be submttted 
in a report to the Preparatory Commission. . · . · . . 

If it is not already too late, therefore, I earnestly express the desire that, ev~n ifw~ should 
thereby cause some disappointment to a very respected colleague, nevertheless, m the mterests 
of our work and in the interests of the duty we have undertaken, we should not consent to · 
overload that work in the way I have described, and that we should-as I think for our 
advantage-keep our work within. limits which will conduce to a practical conclusion. . . 

The CHAIRMAN. - I should like to offer a few explanations to Lord Cushendun on his 
observations. 

In the first place, no decision has been taken up to the moment. . I have made certain 
suggestions, but they have not yet been adopted. Consequently, the Committee is still 
perfectly free to take any decision it likes. 

Further, there is perhaps a slight misunderstanding, and the points of view of M. Markovitch 
and Lord Cushendun are not as far apart as may be supposed at first sight. Obviously, 
it is extremely difficult to find a formula in this respect which should make it possible to measure 
security. In the suggestions, however, that we have made it is merely a question of indicating 
a little more precisely the possible future manner in which the Council could act in cases of 
conflict. There is no question either, as Lord Cushendun appears to have deduced from the 
observations of M. Markovitch, of making any addition, but merely of noting the precedents. 
It would in this manner be possible to place before the eyes of everyone in a concrete form the 
proof that a certain procedure has already been employed and that consequently it may in 
the future give a certain guarantee of security in the case of a dispute. This is comparatively 
easy to do with regard to Article II, for something is already in existence. 

I will not repeat my observations regarding Article 16. I agree with Lord Cushendun 
that the task is extremely difficult, but,.in order to allay certain apprehensions and in an 
endeavour to conciliate the two points of view, I would like to explain the intentions of the 
Bureau. The Bureau has taken the view that the memorandum of M. Rutgers might afford the 
Committee an opportunity of adopting a resolution which should contain statements of fact 
but should not seek to deduce from the Covenant something which it does not contain. This 
resolution would emphasise merely what has been done already with regard to Article II 
by indicating that the procedure which has been followed, and which is the result of the work 
of last year and of the work of M. Rutgers, shows already that a certain system is in operation 
which is of a kind to give certain assurances to the various countries. As far as the second 
q~estion is concerned, we have to discover whether we can give expression to a similar opinion 
With ~egar~ to Article 16 and explain the manner in which this article might eventually work. 
On thts pomt we must take greater account of the future and ask the organisations of the Council 
and the League to continue the examination of this article in order to discover exactly in 
what manner it could be applied in the future. 

In a word, it is a question of a mere resolution, short and clear, marking what has already 
been done and what ought still to be done with regard to Article 16. . 

It is no~ for the _Committee to decide whether such a resolution ought to be drawn up 
by the Draftmg Committee. · 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur). - In the twelve conclusions at the end of my memorandum 
th_e last. eight deal with the application of Article 16. I hope that some of them at least 
will receiVe the approval of the Committee. At the end of the discussion on the memorandum 

. ' 
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the Committee may agree on certain points, which could then be indicated in a document to 
~e prep~red by the Draf.ting Committee.. It migh~ be wise not to decide immediately what 
mstruchons we should gtve to the Draftmg Committee, but to take this decision as soon as 
the discussion is ended. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We must now pass under review the conclusions of the memorandum 
paragraph by paragraph. A certain number of these paragraphs have already been discussed 
during the general exchange of views. It is not necessary to renew that discussion. It 
will. be enough to pass these paragraphs rapidly in review in order to reach those concerning 
Article r6 and to see whether, as M. Rutgers has suggested, we could be successful in adopting 
any recommendation. 

32. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant: Conclusions : 
Paragraph 207. 

The CHAIRMAN. - Are there any observations with regard to paragraph 207 ? It 
aeals wi!h a principle which has been adopted by everyone. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - The observations of the French delegation deal with this article. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The observations of the French delegation deal obviously with all 
the conclusions, with special reference to two or three points. · 
· In the first place, the French delegation desired that the standards defining aggression 

should be rather more definite. 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur). - I should be lacking in courtesy towards the French 
delegation if I did not say something with regard to the written observations it has submitted 
on my first conclusion, and which appear to take the place of a speech. . 

I think that these observations do not run counter to the conclusion put forward. The 
French delegation ends the first of its remarks by stating that it approves the first paragraph 

·of the first conclusion of the Rapporteur in the sense recorded in its memorandum. 
- If I have properly understood the French delegation's note, which was given to me at 

the beginning of the meeting and which I have only just glanced through rapidly, the meaning 
given by the French delegation to its approval of the first paragraph is as follows: In cases 
where the Council is called upon to take preventive action and to recommend to the parties 
in dispute the adoption of a certain number of conservatory measures, the Council ought to 
establish a certain degree of control with the object of verifying the execution ofthe recommenda• 
tions which it had made. Further, the Committee should avoid enumerating too definitely, 
as far as the decisions of the Council are concerned, the conservatory measures to be taken in 
every case. This recommendation is in conformity with the spirit of the memorandum which 
I have submitted, for I also take the view that too definite an enumeration should be avoideq. 

With regard to the first condition, to which the French delegation has subordinated its 
approval of the first paragraph of the first conclusion, I am of opinion that it concerns solely 
cases in which the Council is to recommend the conservatory measures. This point might 
perhaps be discussed more quickly and more easily when we study the German memorandum. 

33. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant :Conclusions: 
Paragraph 208: 

The CHAIRMAN. '-- As I said at the beginning of the discussion, we took the view that 
this point might give rise to a resolution on the part of the Committee with regard to wireless 
telegraphic and air communications. 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur). - Here again there is a suggestion of the French delegation 
upon which the Committee ought perhaps to take a decision. The French delegation suggests 
that it would probably be useful, either through its Bureau or by means of a special sub
committee, if the Committee followed closely the work of the Transit Section of the Secretariat 
in so far as the improvement of the communications of the League in times of crisis is concerned. 

I fully agree with the French delegation that it is impossible to attach too great importance 
to the work carried on by the Transit Organisation. This work, however,_ is of an extremely 
technical kind. When, for example, it is a question of constructing a wireless station, all 
sorts of questions regarding the choice of the spot upon which it is to be erected, its cost, 
its ordinary and extraordinary budget, have to be examined. These questions are so technical 
that they might appear to be beyond the competence of the Committee. Further, the Council 
is kept up to date with its work, and I do not think that it would be opportune to establish a 
new committee to follow the work of the Transit Committee. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I wish merely to inform the Rapporteur that we· are 
in agreement with him. If he would reread the observation submitted by the French delegation 
on his second conclusion, he would note that it is stated " either through its Bureau . . . ". 
It is only for cases in which the Bureau has not been able to deal with the matter itself that 
I contemplated the establishment of a sub-committee. For my part, however, I am opposed 
to overlapping organisations. It seems to me that the Bureau is the best-qualified body to 
perform the task. 

This observation results from the general idea which we consider of great importance, 
and whih is that the Committee on Arbitration and Security is a permanent organisation 
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· for it to be in constant liaison with .the 
with permanent interests. I~ ~~ 1?0 t neces.sary even arator Commission. Every element 
Preparatory Commission, for.1t d1sbm effefct ~~sel~~he:::Jianism ~f the League should be imme
of security which can be obtame y per ec mg e 
diately. brought to its k':owledgef d. ent I must insist on this, and I have reason 

Security does not ex1st ap3:rt . rom Isarmam_ · I idea Security does not come 
to speak precisely, because th1~~s conne~ted ~~~sa wt~~~r~ust be pursued simultaneously. 

~h: i:~e~e!~e~f ~~:r::~~~!tion ~~~c~r~hew1ssembly. establis?-ed last September,_ and which 

we represent, lie~ precisely in bein.g the che_nthret~or ~II mf~m~t~~ ~~~~r~e~~tfhS:CC~tX~u noted 
At the meetmg of the Council to w 1c e appo eu . . . . ' h' h I t k) h 

(and I am glad to think that I contributed to this result by the 1mtiative w IC . o~. 0~ 
reat mi ht be the importance, in cases of dispute, of !iaison between the orgamsa wns o 

fhe Leag~e. It is useful for us t.o be_ co~tinu_ally kept mformed through the Bureau of the 
Committee of the progress made m th1s direction. 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - After what M .. Paul-Bonc.our has jus~ said, I 
am not sure that it is necessary for me to trouble the Committee; I entirely agre: w_1th what 
he has said. But I would like to know just where we are. I understand that there IS a propos~! 
that we should pass a resolution based upon paragraph 2~8. Tha! parag_raph says that ~t 
is vitally important that the technical studies and preparations for 1mprovmg the commum
cations of the League's organs should be actively pushed forward.. I have no doubt that th~t 
is true, but .what has that got to do with us ? I understand from the Rapporteur that _th~s 
work is being done by a technical commi.ttee. ~ave we. any reaso': to supl?ose that 1t IS 
neglecting its duty, and is there any necessity t~ stimulate 1t and call1ts attention to the fact 
that it is not doing what it is supposed to be domg ? . . 

I quite agree with M. Paul-Boncour that it is very necessary for us tc;> keep m tou.ch With 
all the technical work that is going on, but we shall not do that by passmg_a resolutwn; .we 
shall do that by.reading from time to time the reports of this technical committee and keepm~ 
ourselves informed .by what it does. 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - I think that the wording is not entirely clear. I~ paragraph .208 
it is pointed out that it is of primary interest that the investigations and techmcal preparations 
made with the obj.ect of improving the communications of the organisations of th~ L~ague 
should be actively pursued. What does the phrase " communications of these orgamsations " 
mean? 

The CHAIRMAN. - What is meant is communications of the organisations of the League 
with the Members of the League. · 
- You have heard the observations of Lord Cushendun, who is opposed to the idea of sub
mitting a proposal or of adopting a resolution on this point. If the Committee agrees with 
this view, the Drafting Committee will have no need to work on this point. 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands). - I think that Lord Cushendun has defended the technical 
organisations of the League without it being necessary for him to have done so. I think really 
that no one could find in my conclusions any attempt at attacking these technical organisations. 
Are we not competent to say that this work is of primary interest in assuring the efficiency 
of the League's action ? There are perhaps reasons for acting in this manner, for this kind
of work concerns rather technical experts and not the general public interested in politics ; 
technical work easily escapes attention. I am certain that the technical organisations of the 
League would in no way be offended by the declaration which we should make in the resolution 
to be found at the end of the memorandum. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think the best course we could take would be to submit this question 
to the Drafting Committee, which can decide the matter for itself. 

This proposal was adopted. 

34. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant: Conclusions: 
Paragraphs 209 and 210. 

M. ERICH (Finland). - Since paragraph 210 deals with the application of Article II in 
general, I desire to make certain observations on the latter and to recommend them to the 
Drafting Committee. 

During the general discussion, I emphasised the important point arising from the terms 
?f Article II. According to that article, any war and consequently all phases of a war are of 
mtere~t to _the whole League. The_ Council ought therefore, if necessary, to intervene when 
a war IS bemg settled, that is to say, during the conclusion of peace, in order that peace should 
not ~e c?ncluded in conditions contrary to the provisions of the Covenant and capable of 
constitutmg at some future date perhaps a danger for the maintenance of peace between nations. 

I ask t~e Drafting Committee to ~ake ~his yoint of view into consideration. I should also 
be grateful If the Rapporteur would giVe h1s VIews on the point. 

The CHAIRMAN. --:-The ~bservat~on of the represe_ntative of Finland is very important. 
We ~ave already exammed th1s question, however, dunng the discussion concerning security 
treaties. The Committee has .already expr~ssed its views. We.could add M. Erich's suggestion 
to. what has already been sa1d on the pomt, and the Draftmg Committee should bear it in 
mmd. The Rapporteur is in agreement with M. Erich. 
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35. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant: Conclusions: 
Paragraph 211. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - I do not wish to delay the discussion, and it is indeed with 
the object of avoiding delay that the French delegation has submitted a written note in order 
that the Drafting Committee may have its views before it. As far as the third, sixth, eighth 
and ninth conclusions of the Rapporteur are concerned, our object in submitting this note was 
not ~o open a discussion on Article 16. I explained ~~ views on this point. at the beginning. 
I thmk, not out of personal preference, but because 1t IS a fact that there 1s every danger in 
trying to seek new legal interpretations of Article 16, it is much more prudent not to mention 
them. 

Only in the conclusions of M. Rutgers, to which I have just referred, it appears to me that 
there is a tendency to diminish a little the importance of Article 16, and I thought that it 
would be proper, in view of the strong attitude adopted by the French delegation on this 
point, an attitude from which it has not moved, to express the hope, without wishing to 
intervene in this discussion, that this article should not be raised in any form. We think that 
Article r6, with the sanctions it provides, is the inevitable end of all effective arbitration 
procedure, because the arbitral award amounts to a judgment. Some form of coercion must 
exist if it is not voluntarily carried out. 

We hope that in the text to be finally adopted the respective different positions which 
we have taken up with regard to Article 16 should not be prejudiced in one direction or another. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I desire to add that our observations at Prague were presided over 
by the spirit referred to by M. Paul-Boncour. Our object in that delicate question was not to 
weaken the strength of Article 16 and equally not to add anything to it. I think that on 
this point every member of the Committee is in agreement. If I have properly understood 
him, the observations of M. Paul-Boncour refer to all the conclusions concerning Article r6. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - It covered, Mr. Chairman, the third, sixth, eighth and 
ninth conclusions of the Rapporteur. · 

M. RuTGERS (Rapporteur). - I desire to say, in the first place, that nothing could be 
further from my intention than an endeavour to weaken the strength of Article 16. As has 
already been pointed out during the " discovery ", as it has been called, of Article II, the 
light shed on this article should not have the effect of putting Article .16 in the shade. 

Apart from the observations which M. Paul-Boncour has made on the point, the French 
delegation's note contains certain remarks concerning the fifth conclusion, to which I desire 
to make a short reply. I have read and reread these observations. I think I can conclude that 
the French delegation is not opposed to an immediate, rigid and strict definition of the 
e~ressions "aggression " and "recourse to war". The French delegation says, and these 
are its exact words : 

" The Council would indeed, according to the Rapporteur, be obliged to determine the · 
Power to which the sanctions or Article r6 would have to be applied, on the basis of the 
greater or less goodwill shown by that Power in accepting its previous decisions during 
the progress .of the dispute followed by the Council in pursuance of Article II of the 
Covenant." 
The note continues by stating that this standard is not always correct. 
I do not thin~ that, in the view of the Rapporteur, the Council would be led to determine 

the aggressor according to this single standard alone. In the memorandum, on the contrary, 
it is clearly stated that in determining the aggressor no one single standard should be adopted 
to the exclusion of all others, and that there could be no question of putting on one side any 
particular fact - for example, good faith on the part of the parties in question. 

In the observations of the French delegation, I thought that they were rather in favour 
of having a single standard and of setting aside a large number of facts, including the readiness 

. of the parties to accept the recommendations of the Council. My memorandum tends in the 
opposite direction. · 

, Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I do not wish to repeat what I stated at a previous meeting 
with regard to the aggressor. My Government is in complete accord with paragraph 2II, 
with which we are dealing, and thinks that no hard-and-fast rule can be laid down with regard 
to the aggressor. In fact, we believe that the Council cannot decide the aggressor; the resolutions 
of 1921 make that clear, and it is the duty of each Member of the League to decide for itself 
whether a breach of the Covenant has been committed. While we agree with the representative 
of France and have no desire to weaken Article 16, on the other hand, we believe that certain 
other articles are more important. Vt.'e consider that Article II, rather than Article 16, 
is the keystone of the arch, and in any remarks that I have made here I have emphasised the · 
importance of conciliation, arbitration and the prevention of disputes rather than sanctions. 

36. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant: Conclusions: 
Paragraphs 212, 213 and 214. 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - As it is difficult to begin the examination of paragraph 212 without 
mentioning also paragraphs 213 and 214, I beg leave to examine all three together. My 
friend and colleague, Dr. Riddell, said just now that we have no intention of weakening 
Article 16 in the least degree. I wish to say the same thing. Unless we can give a more precise 
meaning to this article, we do not wish that our conclusions should give the impression that 
we were weakening any article of the Covenant. 
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· , . . . Art' le II is more important than Article r6. I 
Dr. ~iddell ~as s~ud that,, m his .vieW, !C • es of the Covenant are of great impor-

will not d1scuss th1s pomt •. for, m my ·v!ew, all thhie. a:~cl the most important. Let us therefore 
tance. I think it very difficult to pomt out w c IS. 

beware of formulre which might appear to weaken Arb~~ 1~· made by the Chairman that we 
I think I am right in deducing fro':' the .si:'i~e: lf~pment of Article II, and that the 

are perhaps more at our ease when dealmg Wlt e eve · 1 however are important 
difficulties are greater when we come to Article r6. Both tohes~:rtlc ~st I entirely' agree with the 
and we do not in the least desire to weaken thelatter. n 1spom 
Chairman, whose opinion is proba.bly share~ by the Rapporteur. b' f we might delete 

In these circumstances, I thmk that 1f M. Rutgers sees no o 1ec iOn, . . 
ara ra h 214, which states that it is desirable to put an end t~ the uncertamty resultmg 

fromgthffact that several amendments to Article r6 have not yet obtamed th~ ~e~essa'? n~m?er 
of ratifications either by their ratification in the near future or by the e ~lte a an obmg 
of these amendments. In view of the fact that some of. these amendments ave never een 
ratified, their legal value is nil. I think, therefore, there IS no need to return to them. 

M. RuTGERS (Rapporteur). - The object of paragraph 214 was to strengt.hen Af!icle 16. 
There is no strength in uncertainty. At the pres_ent moment t~e text of Article r6 1s, s.o to 
speak at the mercy. of two or three States, for it will be modified lf the amendments are ratified 
by tV:o or three other States. Consequently, it cannot be maintained that these amendJ?e~ts 
do not exist. I think, therefore, that it would be preferable to put an end to the ex1shng 
uncertainty with regard to the text of Article 16. · . · . . . 

If the Committee does not attach great importance to th1s questiOn a?d thmks th~t 1t 
would be preferable to allow the existing situation to remain and not to tou~h 1t, I do !lot object. 
The fact that I have shown two opposite methods of putting an end to th1s uncertauity shows 
that I in no way desire to express for the time being a preference either for the amendme~ts 
or for the text before us. If members are opposed to this conclusion, I do not press for 1ts 
adoption. 

General DEMARINIS (Italy).- I 'do not wish the Committee to go away und~r the impression 
that I have not followed this discussion with the greatest interest. The Itahan G~vernment 
also attaches the greatest importance to Article 16 of the Covenant. I have reframed from 
speaking up to the mm·pent because 'the point of view of the Italian delegati~n with regard 
to these articles is well known. I will summarise this point of view by adhenng completely 
to the text submitted by M. Rutgers. 

I will also summarise the very definite views of the Italian delegation concer~ing 
aggression. It thinks that, in paragraph 2II, the Rapporteur has gone as far as possible 
towards defining aggression. I entirely share the views _of the representative of Canada, 
for I think that nothing can really be added to the text of paragraph 2II as drawn up by 
M. Rutgers if it is desired to remain within the accepted limits as far as the definition to 
be given to aggression is concerned. 

I ask the Drafting Committee to take account of this statement. 

37. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and.16 of the Covenant: Conclusions; 
Paragraphs 215, 216 and 217. 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur).- I desire to reply to the French delegation with reference to the 
eighth and ninth conclusions. l wish to do so because they affect the importance of the resolutions 
of 1921.. M. Paul-Boncour reminded us a short time age of the report of M. de Brouckere, 
of which the conclusions have served as a basis for the work of the Committee and the Council. 
I am reproached for still attaching importance to the resolutions of 1921. In the report of M. 
de Brouckere, however, which I have read more than once, I find that even non-ratified amend
ments, like the proposals of 1921 themselves, still constitute suggestions in which we should 
sho.w g.reat interest. Neither the amendments nor the proposals, however, impose any fresh 
obligations on a Member, any more than they can have the effect of deducing new obligations 
from those which they have contracted. It remains for me to show how the work of 1921 can 
to a great extent continue to serve as a guide when we trv to find how the economic sanctions 
should be applied. M. de Brouckere therefore attached" great importance to the resolution 
of 1921. . 
· .As far as I am concerne~, I have exp;essed myself with great prudence on this point, and 
I pomted out that the resolutiOns of 1921, m so far as they are contrary to the text of Article r6, 
cannot be binding on Members, but they have riot lost their value if they are not contrary 
to the text ofthis article. I have not tried to define-this point, because it is a very delicate one. 

As far as the main point of the celebrated resolutions of 1921 is concerned -"it is for 
the Me_mbers of the League to determine whether the Covenant has been broken "-here, too, 
I find m the report of M. de Brouckere which the French delegation has quoted the following 
rep!~ to the question, " Whose duty shall it be to decide whether the sanction should be 
applied?" 
. To this 9 uestion the Covenant allows of only one reply. It has been admirably summarised 
m the four lines of the resolution of 1921, and it is just those four lines which I have quoted. 
For my part, I thought that this was a view already shared by everyone and that 
M. de Brouckere. was voicing it when he said there is only one reply possible: the right of 
MCoernbers ~o deCide whether or not the Covenant has been broken is derived from the 

venant 1tself. 
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In those circumstances, I must ask the French delegation to absolve me from the sin of 
having attached too great an importance to the resolutions of 1921, when I ought to have 
learnt from what M. de Brouckere had said that they were not of such importance .. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - It is not in my power to refuse or to give absolution to 
our colleague, M. Rutgers. ·We are not endowed with spiritual powers, but I never thought 
that he needed absolution and I never wished to. reproach him in any way. · 

We are all definitely agreed on the impossibility of regarding the amendments of 1921 as a 
~nal int~rpretation of Article 16. In support of this impossibili~y, let me put forward a very 
s1mple list of facts. After 1921 came _the year 1924, when, dunng the course of a discussion 
in which a very different point of view was taken, a text was drawn up which certainly had 
at least as much value as the amendments proposed and which itself has not been ratified. 
This marks the respective positions which we take up with regard to the substance of Article 16. 
Our Rapporteur has been induced to reply so definitely from motives of great courtesy-and 
I thank him for doing so-to the observations made, but these observations were not made in 
order to open an inopportune discussion, but merely to show a continuity of views which also 
exists among those who take the opposite view. 

Paragraphs 216 and 217 did not give rise to anyobservatiotiS. 

38. Discussion of the Memorandum on Articlee 10, 11 and 16 ofthe Covenant: Conclusions: 
Paragraph 218 : Appointment of a Joint Committee. 

M. ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - Permit me to present a few observations on 
financial assistance. 

The final paragraph of the conclusions of the memorandum of M. Rutgers suggests that 
the examination of the financial assistance to be granted to a State victim of an aggression 
should be continued both from the technical and political point of view. Moreover, as the 
Rapporteur reminds us in paragraph 193 of his memorandum, our Committee has been formally 
authorised to consult the Financial Committee whenever it thinks it necessary and to ask that 
Committee to continue, if necessary, its technical study of the question. 

I consider that this question of financial assistance is of the highest importance, but, 
before taking the enquiry further from the political point of view, it is necessary to complete 
the technical examination of the subject. For this purpose our Committee can usefully 
ask the Financial Committee to continue its examination, in order to funiish the Preparatory 
Commission on Disarmament with all the necessary details as to the possible organisation of 
financial assistance and the undertakings to be accepted in this connection by· the Powers 
which have adhered to the Covenant. 
. May I venture to remind you how the Financial Committee appears to view the machinery 
of the guarantee. According to the programme which it suggests, each State will under
take to deposit with a body to be instituted by the League of Nations provisional guarantee 
bonds, which would not bear interest, for an amount to be determined by each of the contract
ing parties. When a State which was attacked and which was a party to the Convention asked 
for the financial assistance provided, the Council of the League of Nations, on the opinion of 
the Financial Committee, would decide the extent and the method of the loan. The signatory 
States would then engage to guarantee the interest and sinking fund and they would then 
deposit, in exchange for their provisional bonds, specific guarantee bonds to the amount 
required, but not exceeding for each of them the amount of the guarantee which they had 
promised. 

I do not think that the Belgian Government has any objections to formulate in regard to 
the machinery of this scheme. The scheme is modelled, it appears, on that of the guarantee 
which was given for the loan for the financial reconstruction of Austria, in which Belgium 
participated. . 
· It remains, therefore, to fix a limit to the obligations-of the guarantor States, and from 
this point of view the Committee has suggested that the total guarantee should be provisionally 
fixed at £so,ooo,ooo. The amount would be a point for discussion, as well as the question of 
the distribution of the guarantee among the guarantors. The Financial Committee has 
proposed that this distribution should be proportionate to the participation of the contracting 
parties in the expenses of the League of Nations. . 

I think I may say that this limitation, which applies only to the amount of the loan, is in 
any case inadequate. As a general rule, the guarantee would only come into force in favour of 
poor countries or countries which only enjoy a small credit. The conditions of the loa.n would 
be all the heavier as the borrowing country possessed less credit on its own account. The 
scheme leaves to the borrowing country full discretion to fix the conditions of the loan, namely,. 
the rate of interest, the price of issue, the premium on repayment and the period of redemption. 
The guarantors have, in fact, no means of appt:eciating in advance the extent of the obligations 
which they are assuming or of examining whether these obligations are proportionate to their 
reserves, but, from the point of view of the conditions of the loan, the guarantee bonds constitute 
virtually blank cheques. 

I feel bound to make in this connection the most explicit reservations. .I think that the 
scheme of the Financial Committee should be completed on this specific point: It should 
provide certain limits for the conditions of the loan or reserve to the guarantors the power to 
intervene in the negotiation of the loan. 

7 
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In order to strengthen the scheme for financial assistance, the plan further provides for !he 
allocation of a supplementary guarantee which would ~ave the e~ect of further guaranteemg 
the amount originally fixed. I would quote the followmg passage · · 

"The question as to which signatories ~hall participate in the super-guarantee is a 
matter for negotiation amongst the financially powerful . States themselves, but th~ 
Committee suggests that at least the countries permanently represented on the Council 
of the League should be included." _ 
This special point would only have t~- be examined if t~e principles and machi~ery of ~he 

simple guarantee were accepted. I think, however, that 1t would be necessary, m dealing 
with this last point, to show all the more prudence, as the a~ceptance of the supplementary 
guarantee involves the obligation to facilitate the public issue m the country of a block of the 
loans to be issued in conformity with the agreement. - • . . 

I would therefore ask you whether you do no! thin~ it desirabl~ to request the Fmanc1al 
Committee to furnish our Committee as soon as possible w1th explanations wh1ch seem necessary 
in dealing with questions which ~re ~airly impo_rtant _in m~ view and to whi~h I h~ve felt 
it desirable to draw your attention m connection With th1s matter of financial ass1stance. 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - When we were engaged in the general discussion, 
I intimated that the British Government were in favour of the scheme put before us by the 
Finnish Government for financial assistance, but, of course, at that moment I was dealing 
only with the general principle. I hope very much that the study recommended will be pursued, 
because it is a way of affording security which my Government regard as important. _There 
are, of course, two, I will not say conditions, but they_ almost amount to conditions, wh1ch, of 
course, it would be necessary to obse_rve. The first is that there should be by agreement an 
equitable distribution of the financial obligation as between those entering into the guarantee ; 
and the second is that it would naturally accompany a satisfactory scheme of disarmament, 
which is the purpose of our security work altogether. Of course, the details of the scheme, 
before it can be finally accepted, will have to be very carefully scrutinised. It is a. proposal 
which really depends upon its details. It has been to some extent already examined by my 
Government, or I could not have been authorised to give it my support, but I think the 
procedure by which the details of the scheme are to be discussed and decided upon requires 
very careful consideration. I understood you, Mr. Chairman, to intimate just now that 
there was a proposal for a Mixed Committee, to consist of three meml;>ers of this Committee 
and three members of the Financial Committee. I do not for the moment want to commit 
myself absolutely as to whether that is entirely satisfactory or not, but for the moment I am 
quite prepared to accept it, subject to further consideration. I do not want to commit myself 
at this moment to the proposition that the scheme, when it has passed through that Mixed 
Committee, must necessarily be received in the form in which it issues from -that Committee. 
I am sure it will be understood-and I think probably the representatives of other States will 
feel the same-that, when the Mixed Committee and we ourselves have arrived at an ultimate 
text with regard to the scheme, it must then be submitted to each of_the several Governments in_ . 
order that we may have their final acceptance. _ _ _ . 

If that procedure, which is the procedure I would recommend, and which I understand 
you to accept; is adopted, I would again affirm the approval of my Government of this scheme -
of financial assistance. -

. . The CHAIRMAN. - I would mere!y add that I think ~e all agree to adopt the 'procedure 
md1cated by Lord Cushendun, that 1s to say, after havmg received the first report of the 
Committee, we shall forward the scheme to the Governments and we shall not be bound to accept 
the scheme as it stands. -

!he Financial Committ~e, on. the. oth~r ha?d, has already progressed w.ith its technical 
studies and has reached a pomt where 1t Wishes 1tself to draw attention to the political factor 
For that reason we have proposed the formation of a Mixed Committee in which we shall 
supply the political element. If you agree, we might adopt the suggestio~. 

M. RoLIN )AEQUEMYNs:(Belgium). - I have only one word to say. I would like to ask 
y~u more esp~c1ally, Mr. Ch_airmap, whet_her you agree that the constitution at this moment of a 
M1xed Committ.ee to deal With th1s question of ~nanc_ial assistance is really necessary. I believe 
there are certam parts of t~e work of- the Fmanc1al Committee which are not yet entirely 
concl~ded, an~ I W?uld particularly draw the attention of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Secunt_y to th1s pomt. If the Committee agrees with ~e, we might take advantage of the 
resolutiOn ?f the Ass~mbly of Sel?tember 26th, 1927, in order to consult the Financial Committee 
and draw Its attention ~o questions whicll I thought it my duty to raise. It might perha s 
consequently complete Its work very shortly. It is a purely technical question and I th' pk 

· th_at the II_Iemb~rs of t~e Committee on Arbitration and Security have not very much to I~o 
. With the discusSions which may take place on the subject. · 

The CHAIRMAN. -The question stands as follows: The suggestion of M R li J 
would evidently be right if the Financial Committee had .not d . ~ In aequemyns 
with its tecllnical work. The Financial Committee h . a equa e Y progressed 
and Bureau that it probably will not be able to c~ntf~:v~~ has ~formed th~ Secret~riat 
and has expressed the desire for collaboration If has sent examti~e thhe. shubject_unalded 
mention is made of that desire. · a repor m w IC I thmk that 

We thought, during our discussions at Prague th t th b - h' 
form a new Committee as I have proposed. ' a e est t mg to do would be to 
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1\I. RoLIN }AEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - I will not insist, but I understand the question 
as follows : so far as the problem concerns purely technical matters, it is for the Financial 
Committee to complete its task. When the question becomes political, there should then be a 
collaboration between our Committee and the Financial Committee. If, however, the Financial 
Committee itself asks for our assistance, it would evidently be scarcely becoming on our part 
to refuse. • . 

The CHAIRM-AN. - If the Committee agrees, I think that we may take into account the 
views of M. Rolin Jaequemyns. The Financial Committee will be able to continue its work 
from the technical point of view so far as it will not need the assistance of our Committee. 
As soon, however, as the FinancialCommittee finds our assistance to be necessary, we shall 
be able to take steps to give it: ._ 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). - If the Committee on Arbitration and Security decides to send 
representatives to sit on the Mixed Committee, I will propose the following members : 

1\1. VEVERKA, delegate of Czechoslovakia; 1\1. V ALDES-MENDEVILLE, delegate of Chile; 
and M. RUTGERS, the Rapporteur. 

I would also propose that the Committee should ask M. ERICH, delegate of Finland, to 
collaborate with the Mixed Committee. 

1 The CHAIRMAN.·- The Financial Committee, 
members to form part of the Mixed Committee. 

The proposal was adopted. 

on its side, win· delegate some of its . 

M. RuTGERS (Rapporteur). - I would like to thank my colleagues for the honour they 
have done me in appointing me Rapporteur and for the kind words which have been addressed 
to me. 

39. Discussion of the Memorandum on Artlclee 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant : Procedure. 

M. POLITIS (Greece). - You told us, Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of this meeting 
that at the end we should examine the question whether the Drafting Committee would have 
to frame certain draft resolutions on the points which we have just discussed. I do not wish 
merely to raise the question and I feel bound to express my views. I would therefore urge 
that, in my opinion, the Drafting Committee already has sufficient work to do and that it 
should not be asked in addition to frame resolutions. 

Another reason induces me to think that it is not necessary actually to draft such texts. 
That reason was given just now by M. Paul-Boncour. Our Committee is permanent and the 
work of each session is sufficient unto itself. We shall have done enough work this session if 
we have achieved something for arbitration and security. Let us keep the rest of the programme 
for another session. 

The CHAIRMAN. - It is for the Committee to take a decision on this point. M. Sugimura 
has informed me that the Secretariat has already prepared some texts which are at the disposal 
of the Drafting Committee. I agree, however, with M. Politis in thinking that the Drafting 
Committee has already sufficient work to do. 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I entirely agree with M. Politis. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - I do not quite under
stand what is meant by the word " resolutions ". All the proposals and suggestions which 
have come up during our discussions have been sent to the Drafting Committee for examination. 
It seems to me natural to deal with the third memorandum as we dealt with the others. The 
Committee is bound to take into consideration all the views which have been expressed and 
it is for the Committee to decide which point of view should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. - If I ·understand M. Markovitch correctly, the Drafting Committee 
should be left to state whether, in view of the observations which have been made, it is possible 
to draft concrete proposals .. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I do not oppose the suggestion, but I would observe that this 
is a new procedure. The Committee, in dealing with the other two memoranda, instructed 
the Drafting Committee to prepare certain texts. The Drafting Committee is now to be 
asked to consider whether it is advisable to draft texts arising out of the third memorandum. 
This means that the Committee on Arbitration and Security declines to take a decision and 
refers the matter to the Drafting Committee. In my view, it is for us to say whether there is 
anything to be done and, personally, I think that for the moment there is nothing to be done. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany). - The proposal of 1\I. Markovitch seems to me extremely 
practical. All the views expressed in this Committee should be examined by the Drafting 
Committee, and I do not understand why it should be necessary to say now that it is impossible 
to frame resolutions. I would ask that the question should remain open. 

M. RUTGERS (Rapporteur). - I think, in the report we shall have to address sooner or 
later to the Preparatory Commission, it will be necessary to say something concerning the 
articles of the Covenant, since that subject comes under our instructions. I do not yet know 
what our reply may be, but I agree with M. Politis that the Drafting Committee is already 
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· . . . . ht we not postpone the question to the next . 
extremely busy. In these crrcumstances, mig d d' . f the draft conventions and that 
session ? I presume that we ~hall h~ve a secon ~a mg ~ ding the Drafting Committee 
these will not be fin3:llY dete~mmed thbis wee~. t Adt/ ~~:cpo~rp~~~ can'prepare a text in view of 
or some other committee which may e appom e or . . _ 
the report whiCh we are to address to the Preparatory CommiSSIOn. 

· b c t d Slovenes) ..:... I think there is a 
M. MARKOVITCH (Kmgdom of th~ Ser s, roa s. a~h t which has be~n applied to the 

misunderstanding. The procedure which I propose IS a . d I do not imagine 
problems of arbitration and security. I h~ve put forOard ~ugge~:~on~~~ notdiscuss~d them. 
the Drafting Committee will not e_ven exam~n~ the_m.f ~~ ~~a7tlingee Committee taking into 
The only reasonable procedure, m my op1mon, IS or e .. d ' ft 1 r account all that has been said during our discussions, to frame e1ther a report or ra reso u !On _ 
or. concrete proposals and submit the texts to us. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I agree with M. Politis. The Drafting: Committee is over
worked and it is preferable to leave the question open until our next sess1on. 

The CHAIRMAN. - It appears to be the general vie"': that ~he qu_estion should remain 
open. It is understood, however, that the Draftirtg Comm1ttee Will do rts utmost to frame a 
concrete proposal on the subject. 

The Committee agreed. 
The meeting r,pse at 7.40 p.m. 

ELEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, February 29th, 1928, at 6 p.m. 

Chairman : M. UNDEN (Sweden). 

40. Discussion o'f the Suggestions of the German Delegation (Annex 7, Appendix). 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany). - I think I may be brief since, during the general discussion, 
I have already _on two occasions spoken of the suggestions of my Government. For the 
moment, I will merely submit a few general ideas. · 
· I would say, in reference to the discussion which took place yesterday afternoon, that I 

entirely share the views of the speakers who said that it wa~ not desira~le to group, ~o to speak, 
the various articles of the Covenant of the League of Natwns accordmg to thetr rmportance. 
We must not weaken the importance of any article of the Covenant in reference to any other 
article by laying emphasis on any one of them. ' 

On the other hand, the steps which we propose, and which concern the convention, seem 
to me, particularly in present circumstances, of a quite special importance and utility. As I 
have said on several.occasions, we think that security may be increased by strengthening 
mutual confidence, and particularly by strengthening such confidence by the measures mentioned 
in our suggestions, which can be rapidly applied. The German delegation does not claim 
that the steps which it proposes are to be regarded as a panacea for all ills, or as the only way 
of increasing security. With these considerations in mind, I have never at any moment 
refused to collaborate in the work on regional agreements, although, as I have stated several 
times, I have some doubts as to the value of such a system. 

I will not go into our proposals in detail, since they are before you. 
I think we may cohsider it as a particularly clear indication of the desire of a State to 

settle all it~ political disputes in a pacific manner if that State is prepared to take the course 
suggested in our proposals, and particularly in proposals II and III. Such an attitude on 
the part of a Government is calculated very quickly to restorE? mutual confidence. I would 
draw your special attention to proposal III, which provides a pacific solution even in cases 
where hostilities of some sort or other have already begun without the possibilities of a pacific 
arrangement having, in the opinion of the Council, been exhaust~d. _ 

In order to avoid any misunderstanding, I would remind you that our suggestions are 
not submitted for insertion in bilateral or regional treaties. They have a wider basis. We 
are thinking of a protocol which would be open to signature by everyone. We do not, however, 
think it is necessary to wait for a large number of States to adhere to that protocol for it to be 
brought into force. Naturally, we very strongly desire to see as large a number of States as 
possible adhere to the protocol without, however, considering it necessary to subordinate its 
coming into force to a large number of adhesions. . · 

I prefer for the moment not to indicate the procedu.re to be followed, as I desire first of 
all to hear the views of my colleagues. I am ready to reply to any questions which anyone may 
desire to ask. I hope it will be sufficient for me to express our deep conviction that this matter 
is not an unimportant question of detail, but that it has to do with fundamental ideas which 
must be very carefully considered. As M. Paul-Boncour emphasises in his first reply to my 
suggestions, these ideas have their origin in the very important work of the Committee of the 
Council. We are endeavouring to give effect to these ideas and to put them into practice 
completing them, however, with the suggestion that decisions shall be compulsory for State~ 
which adhe~e to t~e protocol. Doubtless, ~s we proceed with the matter, difficulties will arise, 
but these d1fficult1es are more or Jess techmcal and are not insurmountable. 
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Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I confess, after examining these proposals that 
I have a good deal of doubt whether they really, if we were to adopt them, would ha~e the 
effect of adding to the security of nations and giving a better guarantee of peace. 

I observe that the German delegation do not put their case too high : they only suggest 
that this Committee might examine the following possibilities. Naturally, I have no· objection 
whatever to offer to our examining them as fully as possible, and I think they would"require 
a ver:'! full exarnin.ation: In the last dause of the. written proposal, and also in the speech 
to which we have Just hstened,. the German delegation offer these proposals as the basis of a 
general treaty for as wide acceptance as possible. In connection with other proposals, I 
have already expressed the great doubt that I entertain as to the desirability of general treaties 
regardless of the particular circumstances and conditions of individual States. I myself very 
much prefer regional treaties, bilateral treaties, in which the particular circumstances of each 
State can be carefully considered, and the exact obligations undertaken by each State that 
signs the treaty are known beforehand. There appears to be a very grave doubt whether a 
general treaty -of which we have some experience and some models -can very well be entered 
into by a great many States without a much clearer view than they can have beforehand as to 
the exact obligations which they are undertaking, and certainly, if it should appear to this 
Committee desirable to enter into a close examination of these proposals, I could only give in 
any form consent to that procedure if it were understood that whatever conclusion we might 
arrive at would be submitted to the several Governments, and, I would suggest, also after
wards to the Permanent Advisory Commission to work out the details. In any more general 
form than that, it would not be possible for me to signify my assent, because these proposals 
were not before us when we left our several countries, and at this moment I am not fully 
instructed by my Government in regard to them. I can only accept them, therefore, as I 
say, subject to a reference to the separate Governments and also, as I would suggest, to the 
Permanent Advisory Commission. 

If I may offer a few observations on the proposals themselves, l would respectfully submit 
to the Committee that Clause I is far too vague in its language for it to be possible to include 
it in a code of international legislation. Take the sentence : 

"For the purpose of preventing any aggravation or extension of the dispute and 
impeding any measures to be taken by the parties which might exercise an unfavourable 
reaction on the execution of the settlement to be proposed by the Coundl." 

I will undertake that, with very little ingenuity, it is possible to invent a large number of 
different interpretations of those word~. Surely it will be generally agre(ld that what we 
desire above all things to avoid in making definite contracts between one country and another 
is ambiguity, because ambiguity is the mother of misunderstanding. I feel certain that, if 
we were to accept any such proposal in the words in which it at present stands, we should . 
be opening the road to a very great· deal of misunderstanding. 

Then I pass to Clause II. I think the objections to Clause II may be even more serious. 
I suppose what we all have in view in all these negotiations is the hope of providing some means 
of protecting a victim State against an aggressor State. That is what we are all aiming at. 
It appears to me that Clause II of the German proposal might very well have exactly the 
opposite effect. · It is quite possible that the operation of that clause, it if were accepted, 
would be for the advantage of the aggressor and for the disadvantage of the aggressor's victim. 
It is very similar to a proposal which carne under discussion at the time of the Geneva Protocol. 
I do not think there is any essential difference in principle between this clause and some 
proposals which were in the Protocol, and when that instrument was under discussion, my 
Government, represented at that time, I think, by Sir Austen Chamberlain, offered an 

- argument, which I think was very convincing at the time and which has lost none of its force 
since, to show that these proposals might be for the advantage of the aggressor. ~ 

Let me in a very few words indicate what I mean. To begin with, it would be extremely 
difficult for anybody to say what is the " military status quo normally existing in time of peace ". 
Personally, I have no military knowledge whatever, but I do not think one requires any 
definite military knowledge to know that a most important factor at 'the outbreak of any war 
must be the positions occupied by the troops on one side and the other as between belligerents, 
whether two or more. If you take the hypothesis of some State intending to become an aggressor, 
or, and intending to invade the rights of another State and to ·act the part of an aggressor, is 
it not quite simple for that State, allowing sufficient time to_ enable other people to become 
accustomed to the disposition of its troops, to dispose its troops in such a way along its frontier 
as to give it the advantage, and for that to become the normal military status quo existing in 

. time of peace, whereas the normal military situation of the other State, which is designed to be 
the victim, may be to have its troops very much farther from l:he frontier and in positions 
very much less favourable for defence than are the aggressor's positions for aggression? Where 
is the justice and where is the good sense, if our object is to prevent aggression, in accepting a· 
stipulation under wP,ich the aggressor is confirmed in his favourable positions while the victim 
of aggression is prevented from making any disposition or move whatever in order to meet an 
attack which is obviously corning ? . 

That might be elaborated very much more fully, ,and any delegate who has personal 
knowledge of military affairs could elaborate it with much more ability than ·I can pretend 
to do. I want merely to indicate that I think we should have to consider most carefully a 
clause of.that sort irt the light. of the best military advice -obtainable before we accept it for 
t;he purpose of giving seeurity to the victim of aggression or making peace more safe. 

The next clause, Clause III, deals with a difficulty which we have already had under 
discussion at an earlier period of our investigation. · I indicated yesterday that the military 



- !02-

h oment of the outbreak of hostilities it 
advice I ha\1 at my disposal_goes to show t~~~ at t ~h~ belligerents. We have to remember 
is impracticable to seek to Impose an armis ICC on. h we must always bear in mind, is that 
that the hypothesis underlying these. proposa!s, whlc ressor We assume for the purposes of 
one or the other of the suppose~ b_elhgeren_ts l.s an at~t the ·a ressor State, having made up 
argument an aggressor an~ a vtctlm. Is It hkelyf t f · g~ay which will inevitably bring 
its mind to i~cur all ~he odiUm and all the dange{ ~a~~~~g :; the danger of incurring all the 
down upon It the disapproval of the eague t . 't lik~Iy that any State having made up 
penalties of an aggresso~ unde~ tfe Covenant -~~h~raw its troops which n{ay have gone over. 
its mind to do all that, will at t e ast momen WI . when it erha s has an advantage over 
a frontier, or stay its hand at the mom_ent of aggressiOn ? I p t i p ·t likely that any State 
somebody else which it may never have at a later stage: t' r~pea ' J ~pon it by some third 
will . in those circumstances, consent to have an armiS ICe lmpos_e . I be effected 
authority ? Surely the experience. of hfisbtorh sho~s t~a\ha; dt~;~~!lce I c~~li~~eythat it is an 
when it is entered into by the desire o ot . par ICS o . . h 1 . I int of view 
impracticable thing from a military point of v1ew, and als~ from a psyc ? ~~ca po belligerent 
for any authority outside to take upoh its~lf or pretend.to rmpose an armis Ice u~on d ffi es 
States. It may be very well for the Council, in c~rtam Circumstances, tofuhse lr~·foo tho t can 
to ro ose to those who are about to become belligerents at the outset o os 11 les. a 
an~istke should be entered into freely and of goodwill on both sides in order that hJf~ rna~ 
be given for a pacific arrangement of the dispute ; but tha.t appears to me to be a very I eren 
proposition from that which is contained in Clause ~II ?f the German proposals, becaus_e, 
although it is quite true that the clause is an undertakmg m adyance ~y St~tes that they will 
themselves observe that stipulation, I must say I am -:ery ~cephcal of 1ts bemg of much_ value 
at a moment when any particular State has made up 1ts mmd to take the tremendous nsks of 
becoming a belligerent. . . . . 

Clause IV, I think, is also rather open to objection. W,e ~ere ~1scussmg )!'esterday the 
question of a unanimous vote on the Council', or whether a maJonty might suffice m the matt~r 
-that is, as regards the various suggested obligations .. I. do not want to _repeat what I ~atd 
yesterday, except in quite general terms, that the unamm1ty of the Council was v~ry delibe
rately adopted by the fram~rs of the Covenant. ~tis rega_rded by many States, P?ss1bly by ~1, 
as itself a very great secunty under many conceiVable Circumstances, and I thm~, as I satd 
yesterday, that every time we or any other organ of the League undertak~ to mvade that 
principle or to diminish that _pri~ciple of unanimity o~ th~ C_ouncil, although 1t may serve the 
particular purpose we have m v1ew at the moment, 1t Will m the long run both weaken the 
League of Nations itself and undermine the confidence which many States, and probably all 
of us, feel in it at the present time. . . · 

· I do not want, at the present stage of our discussion at all events, to appear in irreconcilable 
. opposition at all to the German proposals. It may be, when they have undergone further 
consideration and when the details have been more carefully thought out, that a forrp. of 
them might be arrived at which we could all accept as beneficial for the purpose in view, but 
as they are presented to us at this moment they appear to me to be open to very grave 
objections which I should certainly have to have removed from my mind before I could 
accept them. . . 

I finish, as I began, by saying th<J,t, in any case, I could only accept them subject l:o their 
reference to my Government, and to their examination and approval by that Government. 

M. PAuL-BoNcoun (France). - Our colleague, General de Marinis, invited· us the other_ 
day to ensure that there should be continuity in our work. I venture to endorse this suggestion. 
We must recognise that the German delegation in its proposal gives us an excellent 
example. · 

The Committee of the Council, as I reminded you at the beginning of our work, when the 
German delegation announced the general lines of its proposal, went rather far in the direction 
of what may be called conservatory measures, in a teport which was successively adopted by 
the Assembly and by the Council. M. von Simson the other day drew what was, in my view, 
a very striking analogy between such measures and what in private law is similarly described, 
in other words, measures which are taken under the procedure of ·injunction, ·or otherwise. 

Though, however, the German delegation bases its suggestion on the work of the Committee 
of the Council, as continuity prescribes, it tarries this work further in its very interesting 
proposal for a protocol open to the signature of States under which they would undertake to 
submit to the procedure already fixed by the report of the Committee of the Council. 

You will understand from what I have said how much I appreciate the German proposal 
and that I support it in its general lines. When that proposal takes the form of a definit~ 
scl!eme, it will clearly be necessary to discuss its terms very carefully. I assume that the 
for~ ~ven to its.proposal by t~e German d~leg~tion is to be ~egarded as a body of suggestions 
which It Would hke the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty to consider. When we come 
to discuss texts, I should perhaps feel it necessary to make some observations not on any 
particular on~ of the suggestion.s, w.hich I gladly ~ccept, but o~ some_ of the fo~ms taken by 
those suggestiOns. If we keep m view the necessity of preservmg continuity in our work I 
must confess-and here I rather agree with the· observations of Lord Cushendun-that t'he 
text of the report of t~e C~mmittee of the C?uncil, which is at the same time more concrete and 
less general, and wh1ch, m other words, IS based rather on concrete examples is perhaps 
prefer~ble, since, in dealing with measures of this kind, the importance of which w~ thoroughly 
appr~cmt~. we ha:ve to take into a~c?unt t~e extreme diversity of conC!itions which cannot be 
clasS1fied m ~d':'ance. Those conditiOns Will depend on the circumstances of the dispute and 
on the convictions of the States which are about to enter into dispute. The report of the 
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Committee of the Council was not confined to general formulre, and still less were the formulre 
imperative. The report of the Committee of the Council was based on lists and these lists, 
in my view, were not to be regarded as limitative. 
· I think that when we come to deal with a text it will be necessary to have regard to 
the elasticity and diversity which the Committee of the Council endeavoured to secure. 

Therefore, though I generally approve of the general proposal, it does· not seem to me to 
be of any use to go into the articles in detail. I would merely add to what I have just said 
an entirely general observation, and I would venture to draw the special attention of the 
Committee, and in particular of the German delegation, to this point. 

The report of the Committee of the Council, after giving three very precise and, in my 
opinion, felicitous concrete examples of conservatory measures which might be taken, deduced 
from these examples what appears to be a necessary consequence, and I would remind yoti 
that the report has been accepted by the Assembly and by the Council. The consequence to 
which I allude was that the Council of the League of Nations, in the event of a dispute or 
danger of war, can only prescribe and procur~ respect for decisions which can be supervised. 

You will understand that if we look at the matter from the point of 'view of the suggestion 
of the German delegation, though we are not yet dealing with the hypothesis of war, we are 
very nearly dealing with that hypothesis, since the idea of conservatory measures presupposes 
that the States have taken or are about to take steps for mobilisation or other military measures. 
One article of the suggestions of the German delegation· goes even further in the sequence of 
events, since it deals with the armistice, and therefore assumes that acts of war have already 
occurred. 

In these circumstances, you will easily understand that the States in question, troubled by 
the events which are occurring or which they foresee, or which they fear, will only accept 
decisions so grave and so necessary as those which we are proposing that the Council should take 
if they have the feeling that these measures will also be respected by the States with which 
they have fallen into dispute. 

It would be a very grave psychological error if, while the possible lengthy procedures of 
conciliation and arbitration by which the Council of the League of Nations in dealing with the 
dispute is endeavouring to avoid war are progressing, we tried to prevent one of the parties 
from ensuring its superiority for the occa!lion when it may decide to disregard the decisions of 
the Council by hastening its preparations, and if we did not at the same time take account of 
the fact that the parties will respect these measures to the extent in which they are ensured 
that the opposite parties will also respect them. 

Therefore, I would ask that in the text to be established, as in the text of the report of the 
Committee of the Council, provision should be made for the necessary corresponding measure 
of control by the League of Nations over the execution of the conservatory measures which it 
prescribes. · · 

. Subject to this r~servation, I entirely accept the suggestions of the German delegation. 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I would like to reply at once, briefly, to Lord Cushendun 
and M. Paul-Boncour, in the hope of shortening this discussion. I think I am able to furnish 
them with certain explanations. 

· Lord Cushendun has very courteously but very severely criticised our proposals. I will 
not take up your time by going into all the details. I feel bound, however, to point out at 
once that we are merely presenting suggestions and not proposals, and that we hal(e for this 
reason rriade use of general formulre which are necessarily somewhat vague. We agree that 
it is essential to define them and give them a concrete form. We are well aware that this 
will be necessary, and it is· for that reason that we have submitted our ideas as ·suggestions 
and not as proposals. . · 

I would emphasise, from the general point of view, that the criticism of Lord Cushendun 
·applies equally to the recommendations of the Committee of the Council and to the Locarno 
Treaties. Our first suggestion is taken from the Locarno Treaties and has been accepted for 
general arbitration treaties in our previous discussions. I do not agree with Lord Cushendun 
that there is in this point any ambiguity which might be dangerous. · I admit that the proposal 
will have to be further defined. At present it merely aims at granting the Council power to 
prescribe measures, and it will be for the Council to avoid ambiguity and to say what must 
necessarily be done. We must have sufficient confidence in the Council to entrust it with that task. 

Lord Cushendun, moreover, in dealing with Clause II, said that it would be very difficult 
to recognise the normal military status quo. I am not a military expert, and therefore I 
cannot formulate any certain opinion on that subject. Nevertheless, I hope that in the future, 
when disarmament has been carried out, the normal status quo of the different countries will be 
sufficiently easy to recognise. I ·do not think that the possibility described by the delegate 
of the British Empire will arise. I refer, of course, to the possibility that under Clause II the 
position of the aggressor may be improved. I am afraid that I do not altogether understand 
the point of view of Lord Cushendun in this matter. We. have in this paragraph recognised 
that the recommendations of the Council should aim at maintaining or restoring the ordinary 
normal status quo. In ,the examples quoted by Lord Cushendun, the normal military status quo 
has already been modified before the decisions of the Council are taken. 

I would again repeat that it would be necessary to give concrete form to our suggestions, 
but it is certainly not our intention to improve the position of the aggressor. We decidedly 
wish that the normal military status quo should be maintained or restored. 

To simplify the discussion, I will confine myself to these general remarks. Our suggestions 
embody fundamental ideas of great importance. They were not discussed in a preliminary 
way at Prague, and I think that it will be necessary to refer them to the various Governments. 
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The Drafting Committee might perhaps agre~ on ~resolution taking into account. the ge_neral 
welcome accorded to these suggestions. The Governments, before our next sessiOn, will be 
in a position to submit their observations. · 

I listened with great pleasure to the speech o~ M. Paul-Boncour, and I am happy to note 
that, generally speaking, he supports our observatiOns. . . . 

Permit me however, to make only one remark. M. Paul-Boncour said that, If ~he Council 
ordered measu;es, it should be in the position, as a necessary s.equence, t<;> ascertam whe~her 
those measures have or have not been carried into ~ffect. I qmte agree ~th ~hat contention, 
and if we did not explicitly mention the matter it IS because our sugg~stion.s are only genen;l 
ideas and are not presented in detail. We consider, howey-er, that venfication by the Council 
is a natural consequence of the idea underlying our suggestions. . 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - During the general discussion_ I hav_e already pointed out that I 
consider the proposals of the German Government to be of gre~t n~terest, but I a!s.o suggested, 
after glancing through them, that they appeared to lack one mdispensable addition, namely, 
a control. . 

. After an examination of these suggestions I am in a position to s~a~e that the" Polish 
delegation approves the spirit in which they have .bee_n put fo~wa;d. for 1t IS the .same as ~h3:t 
contained in Article II of the Covenant. What IS aimed at Is, mdeed, preventiOn, and It IS 
prevention for which provision is made in that article. . 

As far as the suggestions themselves are concerned, I do not propose to analyse them m 
detail for the moment. The representative of the British Empire has just shown how. cautious 
we should be in proceeding with this analysis. M. Paul-Boncour also has emphasised that 
it is indispensable to have t~e essential element in su~h ~ proposal. The ~on;mittee of ~he 
Council discussed these questions at great length when It discussed the followmg mterpretation 
of Article II : that the Council should only be given suggestions within such limits as shall 
permit it to control the possibility of executing any measure decreed by the Council. 

I entirely agree with this point of view, and I think that, after having listened to the very . 
complete analysis of the. German proposals made by Lord Cushendun, we can summarise 
to-day's discussion by deciding that these suggestions, completed by the observations made, 
shall be submitted to Governments with a view to a detailed examination. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think it would be possible to agree on the procedure to be followed. 
On the one hand, there is no necessity to proceed immediately to a final examination of these 
suggestions, but, on the other hand, they certainly deserve a detailed study. I would 
propose, therefore, that the Drafting Committee should be instructed to draw up a resolution 
in this sense, which should also be based on the opinion expressed by Lord Cushendun to the 
effect that these suggestions should be submitted to the respective Governments before any 
future discussion of them. 

M. SATO (Japan). - The Chairman proposes that we should submit these suggestions to 
the examination of the Drafting Committee, together with the various observations which 
have been made to-day. The matter, however.- is of primary importance and cannot be lightly 
pass~d over. ~he stat~m~nts of Lord Cu.shendun and M. Paul-Boncour show h<;>w complicated 
and Important IS the questiOn. If we decide to send these proposals to the Draftmg Committee, 
I cannot clearly foresee the result. We are approaching the end of our session and I do not 
think it is possible even for the Drafting Committee to make a detailed examination of these 
suggestions. Personally, I v:ould have preferred to. have had an opportunity of discussing the 
German p~oposals after h~v1'!g very closely ex~mmed them. .Forthis reason I propose, if 
the Committee sees no obJection, that the questiOn should be submitted to a sub-committee 
whose membership shall be determined by the Chairman. This committee could meet at 
some -~uture date, more or less distant. It would examine the German proposal with the full 
attentiOn that it dese:ves. When this examination is concluded, I would propose that the 

. result should be submitted to the various Governments for their views. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I woul~ point ou~ that a misunderstanding has certainly occurred .. 
I never thought that the Draftmg Committee should be instructed to draw up a final t t 
?ealing with the substance of the question, but that it should merely adopt a resolution conce~~
mg the p_rocedure to be f<;>llowed m th~ future. It. may well happen that it may be necessar 
~o establish later some kmd of committee to contmue the examination of this questio b ~ 
It would pe:haps be an ~dva~tage to have the views of the various Governments bef~~e ~s 
before contmumg the discussion. 

Herein lies the difference between the suggestion of M. Sa to and the proposal which I 
h~ve made. I p~oposed that we should first obtain the views of Governments in accordance 
With the sugge~t10ns of. Lord Cushendun. M. Sato proposes that the German ro osals 
should be exammed before Governments are consulted. p p 

. M. S~To (Japan). - You must excuse me if I ri~e once more Ob · 1 th · 
difference m the procedure pr<?posed and the Chairman has made that.quite :~~~~.y, ere IS a 

di pe:sonally attac~ much Importance to the German proposal, but it can onl b d d 
as efimte after havmg been very closely examined The h Y ~ regar e 
which will be found unnecessary as the result of th · . re bare pe: aps certam .articles 
discussion, or, on the contrary, it may be found nec~s;~o~~ c:n:~~va11:li~~ matde dhurmg our 
these proposals I think-perhaps I th . . a IOns o t e text of 
a final propos~! to Governments for ~hei~vr~~'fv--;- ~: ~ !Sf o
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' having received the observations of Governments, which will be difficult to obtain and occupy 
a great deal of time, the text will be changed in order to make it final and it will then have 
to _be submitted all over again. I think that, in the first place, we should explain all the 
pomts and then submit the text thus achieved to the Governments for their observations. 
This seems to me to be much the wiser course to pursue. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I submit the question to the members of the C~mmittee. I do not 
desire to impose an:y p~icular form of proc~dure. ~ interpreted the attitude "adopted by 
the German delegation ~tself to mean that, m my v1ew, the German Government desired 
perhaps also to make 1ts observations on the suggestions at a future date. I did not 
mtend to propose that the Committee should take any responsibility at this moment for the 
substance of these suggestions. These suggestions, however, are submitted in the form of a 
proposal coming from the German delegation, which it is required to submit to the various 
Governments. 

:M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I wish merely to say, Mr. Chairman, that I fully agree 
with what you have· so justly pointed out. . 

. ~· SATO (Japan). - If that is the view of t.he Committ~e, I shall naturally make no 
obJection to the proposal that the German suggestions should be submitted to Governments. 
To be precise, I ask whether in that case various observations made in the Committee will 

. be annexed to the German proposals. If the answer is in the affirmative, I shall reserve my 
right to make JI1Y observations at so!I!e future date. 

· Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire).·- With regard to what has fallen from :M. Sato, I 
do not wish to take any very strong opinion or line with regard to the procedure so long as it 
is thoroughly realised that, whenever these proposals are submitted to the various Governments, 
they must be in the final form. There will be no use whatever in sending to the various Govern
ments a series of resolutions or clauses which are merely in the form of suggestions ; they must 
be in the actual form to which assent is to be given or withheld, and so long as that is clearly 
understood I do not mind how that result is reached. I should have thought myself that 
.there was a good deal to be said for M. Sato's proposal, because, as I understand it, he suggests 
that, before these proposals go to the Governments, a sub-committee should endeavour at 
all events to put them into definite final form, as they could appear in an agreement, whether 
bilateral or general, The German proposals are for a general treaty. ThP.y will impose very 
distinct obligations on all the States that accept them; therefore it will be very necessary 
that every State, when considering what the proposals are, should have them in the most 
precise and definite form which we can give to them. 

:M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - If I am right, when we drew up the programme of work 
of our Committee, account was taken of the fact that Governments would have an opportunity 

- of submitting their observations not on final proposals but on the programme.. Governments 
have not been specially invited to do so, but, by the decision of the Committee and by the 
adjou-rnment of its work, they have been given an opportunity of expressing their views. If we 
now follow the same procedure, we shall only be postponing the study of the German proposals 
to our next session. During the intervening period, the Governments will be able to submit 

. any observations they think it useful to make with regard to our programme of work. 

. Lord CuSHENDUN (British Empire).- In that case, I do not quite understand the proposal. 
I presume that, following the precedent of the observations which were invited from the 

-Governments last December,' they are now to be invited to send in any observations with 
regard to ·the German proposals. It is no use asking them to send observations so long as 

- those proposals are not in the final form. As I have already said, the only observation the 
Governments would or could make would be to say: "We may accept them in principle; 
we must reserve our decision until we see them in a final and effective form". Therefore 
it appears to me that to invite the Governments to send in observations while they remain in 
an indefinite form would be wasteful of time and work. 

The CHAIRMAN. -· After the observations made, I would like to submit to you the following 
suggestions. I think everyone agrees in thinking that it is impossible to proceed immediately 
with a final examination of the German suggestions and that the examination ought to be 
adjourned to a future ·session. I think, further, that there is no _objection to giving a~ 
opportunity to those Governments which desire to do so of presenting any observations on the 
suggestions made by the German delegation. 
. If the Committee decides to draw up a text of a treaty or to continue its work, it may still 
be possible for us to submit the question to Governments in the form of a final text. For the 
moment, however, I think that we could confine ourselves to determining the procedure to 
be adopted and decide to postpone the examination of the question to another session, while 
leaving Governments free to express their views at some future date on the proposals made. 

:M. SATO (Japan). - I willingly accept your proposal and, whatever the decision of the 
Committee, I will forward the German suggestions to my Government and ask it to give its views. 

The proposal of the Chairman was adopted. 
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41. Drafting of the Committee~s Report.. h drafting of the Committee's 
The CHAIRMAN. - The. next item on the agenda is t e 

report. b · th f II · g s~ggestions 
The Bureau has the hon?ur to su v;.1t / 0 o;~ecurity will c~ntain a statement regard-
The report of the Commtttee.on Ar bilt~~ wn ~n fl the end of its second session. To this 

ing its work from the· moment of Its esta IS men un I . 
statement will be annexed : . 

r. The positive results achieved durin.g tlie prestehnt se~~~nthe notes of the deleg~tions: 
2 The minutes of the plenary meetmgs, toge er WI . 

3
: The memoranda of the Rapporteurs and the observations of Gove~n~ents. . 

The Committee will communicate this report to the Preparatory Com~sswn for ~x<l:mma-
tion and will ask it to submit it to the Council in June in ord~r to ensuhre Cits tr<l:n~mtsston ~o 
Governments for their consideration so that the results obtamed by t e ommtt ee may e 
definitely examined by the Assembly in September. d ft t t 

I propose, therefore, to instruct the Drafting Committee to draw up a ra repor 0 

this effect. . 
M RuTGERS (Netherlands). - I did not think that our .work w~s gomg to proceed so 

quickly At this moment we are engaged in drafting conventions w~uch no. o~e has yet had 
an 

0 
~rtunity of seeing. If I have properly understood the. Chatrman, tt ts proposed t.o 

drawpgp a final version of these drafts as far as our Committee ts concerned and then submtt 
them to the Preparatory Commission, with a request that they should ~e forwarded to !he 
Council. I wonder whether it would not be better to have a second re.ading of t.hes~ treaties, 
which we hope to complete this week. M. Sato has asked for a detaile.d exammabon to be 
conducted in several stages of the German proposal. ·I wonder whether It would not be more 
advantageous not to finish your work this week and not to make a final repo.rt to the 
Preparatory Commission on this question. . 

I have no objections to the proposal to submit a progress report to the. Preparatory 
Commission, but I do not think we should add a request that the draft conventiOn should be 
immediately submitted to the Council and the Assembly. . . . 

The CHAIRMAN. - There is no urgency to decide what our report should contain. I 
propose to leave the question open. 

The Committee rose at 8 p.m. 

TWELFTH MEETING 

Held on Monday, March 5th, rg28, at 5 p.m. 

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

42. Observations of the Chairman concerning the Work of the Committee. . . 
The CHAIRMAN. - After several days' interval, we are now taking up .our work anew,· 

and we shall devote our time to the examination of the proposals drawn up by the Drafting 
Committee. · · 

After fresh examination of the whole question, the Drafting Committee established a 
Sub-Committee, known as the Committee of Three, which it instructed to draw up the text of 
the proposals and draft treaties resulting from the decisions taken during the· general discussion. 

The Committee of Three has drawn up various resolutions and various concrete drafts of 
arbitration, conciliation and security treaties. These were then examined by the Drafting 
Committee, which, after adopting them; has submitted them for your approval. . . 

The work entrusted to the Drafting Committee has been considerable. You instructed 
it to prepare a declaration concerning the Introduction to the Prague memoranda, a draft 
resolution concerning the off~r by the Council of its good offices, another concerning financial 
assistance and. the work of the Mixed Committee, another regarding communication with the 
League of Nations in times of crisis, another dealing with the German suggestions, another 
concerning Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, and 
another concerning the memorandum of M. Rutgers oh Articles ro, II and r6 of the Covenant. 
Finally, it was to draw up three texts of a Treaty of Arbitration and Conciliation and three 
texts of a Treaty on Security. To these must be added the text of a general report to serve 
as an introduction to all the proposals which we shall adopt. 

. The Committee of Three has don,e considerable work. A certain number of resolutions and 
draft treaties, after having been adopted by the Drafting Committee, are on the agenda~of 
our meeting this afternoon. These texts, which are not yet all finished·, can be completed by 
to-morrow morning for submission to us to-morrow afternoon. We shall then be able, I 
hope, to end our session to-morrow night. 

The following is a list of proposals which we are to examine this afternoon : 
I. Draft resolutions concerning the offer by the. Council of its good offices. 
2. Draft resolution concerning Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of 

International Justice. -
3. Draft resolution concerning communication with the League in times of crisis. 
4. Draft resolution concerning the German suggestions. 
5· Draf~ ~e_neral Convention (Convention B) on Judicial Settlement Arbitration and 

Conciliation. 
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43. Draft Resolutions concerning the Offer by the Council of its Good Offices·: (1) Arbitration 
(Annex 7, III (d)) ; (2) Arbitration and Security (Annex 7, IV (d)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - Two draft res-olutions concerning the offer by the Council of its 
good. offices are before us, one dealing with arbitration and the other with arbitration and 
secunty. · 

The draft resolutions were adopted without obse-rvation. 

44. ·Draft Resolution concerning the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the 
Permanent Cpurt of International Justice (Annex 7, III (e)). 

. Lord_ CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I think the Committee \Viii kindly have patience 
With me If I make one or two observations on this matter, because I think the Committee 
will perhaps realise that the position which my Government takes up requires a certain amount 
of explanation in order that there may be no misunderstanding. 

The text which the Drafting Committee puts forward is based upon paragraph 41 of 
M. Holsti's memorandum. He there refers to the action of the Assembly at its last ordinary 
session. He says : · 

"The Assembly recognised the desirability of examining how it would be possible to 
encourage -acceptance of the Optional Clause of the Protocol of Signature of the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice." 
Then he goes on : 

"The discussions on this point did not, however, lead to any practical proposal. 
It is difficult to see what could be done by the organs of the League in this matter beyond 
recognising, as they already do recognise, that the development of the Court's juris
diction under the Optional Clause as between States which feel able to accept this clause 
constitutes an important application of the principle of arbitration." 
It was in consequence of that paragraph in the memorandum that this Committee asked 

the Drafting Committee to prepare a document to give effect to it. I would like to express 
my thanks to the Drafting Committee-! am sure we all thank them-for the admirable work 
which they have done. I happen to know they have had a very onerous and laborious task. 
I think we may conclude that this document which they have produced is the very best draft 
that could be produced upon this s~bject. I think it worth while drawing attention to this 
fact, for I think it is a fact. The Committee will remember that, from the beginning of our 
discussions, I have always ventured to take up the position that what we wanted were practical 
proposals. M. Holsti said that the discussions of the Assembly led to no practical proposal. 
I think it is significant that this excellent examination by the Drafting Committee has also 
made no practical proposal. By accepting this draft-as, of course, we shall do-we are not 
making any practical proposal. What we are doing is to reiterate in strong terms the opinion 
that has been expressed before that as many States as possible should sign this clause if they 
find it in their power to do so, for they will to that extent be contributing towards the security 
of the world. 

The reason why I think it is just possible that an explanation by me is necessary is because 
(as the Committee is well aware) I have said and other members of my Government have 
previously said that, owing to the particular conditions of our country, it is not possible for 
the British Government to accept the Optional Clause. That being so, I can well understand 
that some members of the Committee might think, unless they look below the surface, that 
there is some inconsistency in myself, for. example, as a representative of the British 
Government and as responsible for this draft of the Drafting Committee (because my Govern-

• ment was represented upon it), in our urging other people to do what we frankly say it is not 
possible for us to do ourselves. I have on previous occasions explained-and I should like 
just to repeat it, in order to make sure, now that we are parting with this matter, of not being 
misunderstood-that I sincerely wish that the circumstances of my country were such as to 

· enable us to sign this clause. I realise the value of the clause; I realise, as this draft puts it, 
that the more States tliat can sign it the better. I think that on a former occasion I pointed 
out that the more simple the interests of an individual State may be, the more easy it is for 
them to forecast matters of complication which may· arise at any time to disturb their policy; 
the more simple their interests, the easier it is for them to accept a clause of this description ; 
and the main reason why it is impossible for Great Britain to commit itself to a clause of this 
kind is because our interests are so complex, so scattered, and are so dependent upon not 
one Government but a number of equal Governments, all Governments of His Majesty the 
King of Great Britain, that it is much more difficult for us to form any clear view as to the 
possibilities of the future than it is for States with simpler interests. · 

In the document which was prepared by the British Government and submitted to the 
Bureau before our present session, this matter was discussed ; and in order to avoid wearying 
the Committee with a restatement, I would venture respectfully to refer the Committee 

. again to that portion of the document which deals with this particular Optional Clause of the 
Permanent Court. While we feel that it is.irnpossible for us, in present circumstances, to 
sign the clause, we do want other people, who have not got the same difficulties, to sign it, 
and to encourage those who are in a similar position to sign it. I venture to submit to the 
Committee that, although our inability to sign it at first sight appears to be inconsistent with 
our urging, as we do here, other people to sign it, yet there is no real inconsistency if you look 
below the surface and see our reason for our action in both cases. 
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. . . . . h re going to accept this draft, is merely 
My chief objec~ m nsmg on ~h1s occasiOn, ~ en we a seen that we have not in any way 

to repeat our positl?n, so that 1t may be q~~~ ~e.~rl~ all in any way when we have made 
abandoned the p~sitlon tha! we took up or mo 1. e 1 o~mittee and are, moreover, willing that 
ourselves responsible for th1s. draft of. the Dr~tmg d C 

0 
encouragement and an incentive to 

it should be accepted by this Co!"mitt.ee an .use. as a · ance of eace. 
as many States as possible acceptmg this contnbutJOn to the mamten P t 

The draft resolution regarding the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Stat1tte of the Permanen 
Court of International justice was adopted. • 

45, Draft Resolution oonoerning the German Suggestions (Anne~ 7• VI, and Appendix). 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Drafting Committee, after drafting th~ text ~f t~e taft r~l~~~~~ 
proposed, on the suggestion of some delegations, that ~he Committee s ou c oose · 
Jaequemyns, representative of Belgium, to fulfil the duties of Rapporteur. . 

The draft resolution was adopted. 
M. RoLIN ]AEQUEMYNS was appointed Rapporteur. 

46. Draft Resolution ooncerning Communication with the League of Nations in Times of 
Crisis (Annex 7, V (b)). · 

The draft resolution was adopted. 

47. Draft General Conven.tion on Judicial Settlement, Arbitration and Conciliation (Convention 
B) (Annex 7, III (b)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - We now pass to the question of the draft model General Convention on 
Judicial Settlement, Arbitration and Conciliation. . 

As you are aware, the Drafting Committee was ins!ructed to dr~w. up three dra~t~, a 
draft General Convention on Arbitration to cover all disputes of a JUridical and political 
nature, a draft Convention on Arbitration providing for the use of arbitration in·disput.es of a 
juridical nature only and providing for conciliation in respect of other classes of _d.Ispu~es 
(Convention B) and a draft C~mvention on Conciliation. At the moment ~e are deali~g w!th 
Convention B but we shall find once more in the draft Conventions on Secunty and Arbitration 
which we are'going to discuss to-morrow a large num_ber of questi<;ms raised in this d_ocu?Ient~ 
I will call on members to make any general observations -they desire and then we will discuss 
the document page by page without reading it. · 

M. UNmiN (Sweden). - The draft collective treaty of arbitration and conciliation whl.ch 
..ye are now discussing is in its main essentials in conformity with the draft general treaty 
submitted by the Swedish Government and with the principles forming the basis of the 
bilateral Treaties of Locarno. · 

I should like to express my thanks to the Drafting Committee, which took the view that 
the Swedish draft could serve as a basis for a collective treaty, and I am pleased to note that 
the work of the Drafting Committee has successfully improved it. · 

During the general discussion, I had the honour to .put. forward certain observations 
regarding the connection between the Council on the one hand and arbitration tribunals and 
conciliation commissions ·on the other. This problem has been discussed at great length by 
the Drafting Committee and in certain respects there were divergences of view. The stipulation 
found in· Article 31 of the draft now submitted to us by the Drafting Committee which 
corresponds to similar provisiops in the model treaties which we shall examine to-morrow does 
not pretend to solve this problem. The provision in question- is not intended to complete 
or change or interpret the Covenant. It is merely there in order to recall the fact that, accord
ing to the provisions of the Covenant, the Council tan, iri cases of exceptional gravity, intervene 
at any moment in international disputes with a view to the maintenance of peace and that if. 
can take the necessary measures to this effect~ The Council's resolution dated March 13th, · 
1924, to which I drew your attention during the general discussion, and which interprets the 
Covenant in so far as the connection between the Council on the one hand and conciliation 
commissions and arbitration tribunals on the other is concerned, would remain quite unaffected 
even if the present draft collective treaty of arbitration and conciliation were adopted and . 
enforced. · · · 

. We. are to exaJ?ine tw? other :draft collective treaties, one of which-provides for compulsory 
arb1tratwn ·for all mternatwnal disputes of whatever nature, and the other .confined to laying 
down the procedure of conciliation. · · 

I should like to say immediately that, in my view, the present model treaty best corre
sponds to the present ~nternation~ situation.. The ~onclusion of such ~ treaty between a 
larg~ number of States IS not, I thmk, a Utopian proJect at the present time and cannot be 
considered as too rash or premature. The conclusion of a treaty of this nature would constitute 
a great step towards the object which we are pursuing. I hope, therefore, that the next 
Assem.bly, when choosing between the various model treaties submitted, will share my view 
and will recommend the model collective treaty now before us. 

M. SATO (Japan). -.When examinin~ the progr~mme o~ our work submitted to us by the 
Bure~u, I found no mention of the draftmg of .special treahe~ of arbitration except a vague 
~en bon at th~ end of the programme and refemng to the possible establishment of such model 
bilateral treaties. • 
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During the seventh meeting of our Committee, however, held on Friday, February 24th, 
Lord Cushendun, representative of the British Empire, during the examination of the problem 
of model treaties of arbitration, pointed out that a large number of delegations considered 
general treaties to be at the moment useless and inopportune, and that this opinion was also 
to be inferred from the three memoranda submitted to us. . 

I also expressed the same view, as well as other members, and asked expressly that 
the Drafting Committee should be instructed to draw up a model bilateral agreement, though 
I stated that I had no objections to the proposal that the Drafting Committee should also 
draw up a model general treaty. Subject to these conditions and with these reservations 
I assented to the preparation of a general arbitration "treaty. ' 

The Chairman himself said that he was deferring to the wish expressed by Lord Cushendun 
for the elaboration. by the Drafting Committee of one or several special model treaties on 
arbitration and conciliation. . 

If we now examine the result of the work of the Drafting Committee, it seems that no 
model bilateral treaty has been framed. In order that no misunderstanding may remain in 
regard to the meaning of this absence of a model bilateral treaty, I would like to see inserted 
explicitly in the report of our Committee a reference explaining that \\'e did not think it 
necessary to draft a model treaty of that kind simply because, as the Chairman has just said, 
the model would only differ slightly from a general treaty, but that it was not our intention 
merely to recommend a general treaty to the exclusion of special treaties. 

In th~t sense, I shall be able to associate myself with the proposal tM.t the various Govern
ments should be recommended to examine the resolutions of our Committee on arbitration. 

The CHAIRMAN. - M. Sato. is certainly right, and we must meet his wishes. I think we 
may do more than he has asked us to do. The Drafting Committee, when this question was 
examined, decided that it would be well to explain in the report for what reasons a particular 
course had been adopted. The report would mention points which would have to be examined 
during our next session, and one of the questions for examination is precisely that to which 
the Japanese representative has drawn our attention. In this connection, we intended to 
poirit out that clearly there would only be very small differences, as M. Sato has said, between 
a general treaty and a bilateral treaty, but that we thought it necessary to draft a bilateral 
treaty, leaving this work over, however, for our next session. The reasons for such a 
postponement are lack of time and the desire to distribute the work and the publication of the 
documents. 

The request of M. Sato is accordingly justified. We shall defer to his wishes not only 
in the report but on the question of substance. A model bilateral treaty will be drafted. 

M. SATO (Japan). - I very cordially thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the explanations 
which you have just given, and which entirely meet my wishes. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - I would venture to 
make two general observations. The first relates to the Convention which we are now discuss
ing, and the second deals with the relationship of that Convention to security-in other words, 
to the essential task of our Committee. 

As regards the draft Convention itself, I will at once fully associate myself with the congra
tulations addressed to the Drafting Committee by the Swedish delegate on the Temarkable 
work that has been done. The Drafting Committee was placed in a very delicate situation. 
It had to create new machinery, while remaining within the limits of the Covenant, which 
might give the nations a greater feeling of security and introduce greater confidence in 
international relations. After studying the draft Convention submitted to us, I must confess 
that I regard it as a work of great importance. All is provided to meet the essential object 

• of all the delegations, which is to achieve a normal and pacific settlement of international 
disputes. The Covenant already lays emphasis on the pacific settlement of disputes, but the 
system now offered increases the guarantees of security. 

This system postulates the obligation for all States which are parties to the Convention 
to submit to arbitration or judicial settlement disputes of a legal character. For disputes 
of a legal and a political character a procedure of conciliation is provided by means of permanent 
or special commissions. . 

If the attempt at conciliation does not succeed, disputes of a legal character are submitted 
either to arbitration or to the Permanent Court at The Hague, and disputes of a political 
character are submitted to the Council under Article IS of the Covenant. 

I entirely approve the principle of the General Convention, because I consider that by 
this means we remain within the limits of the Covenant. The Drafting Committee, however, 
has very rightly deferred to the wishes of certain delegations and retained the possibility 
of framing bilateral treaties. On behalf of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, I accept the 
draft Convention submitted to u~. 

I come now to my second observation. I think that an arbitration Convention should 
resu.lt in the creation of an atmosphere of mutual confidence more favourable to peace than 
that which at present exists. I express the hope that this Convention will be embodied in 
the practical policy of States, and that the Assembly of the League of Nations in September 
next will warmly recommend its adoption. 

In expressing this desire, I would emphasise that the application of this Convention 
represents a small step forward towards those guarantees of peace which people are expecting 
from the League of Nations. It must, however, be noted that the integral application of 
this Convention leaves the present gap in Article IS of the Covenant, and leaves intact the 
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question of the practic~l application -of arbitral a:v~rds. I also recall th~·~ac~. t~ata~~ ~~= 
scru les expressed in the memorandum of the ~ntlsh Government on ar 1 ra toes' allowin 
condusions of that memorandum advising the natwns to proce7d grad~ally by st~gC , t" g 
time to do its work, retain their full value ~ven af~er the. adoption of t : f{op~se in ~~~~~;~n. 

1 ex ress the hope in conclusion that the natwns will make at eas lS s ep 
in other \vords, that they will adhe~e to the Convention submitt~d to us, and I_ accept that 
Convention on behalf of my Government. 

Lord CusHENDUN (Briti;h Empire). - Mr. Chairman,-! should like to asso~iate myself 
with what was said just now by the Japanese delegate, and I a~ee th!lt the answerwhtch you were 
good enough to give is satisfactory so far as concerns the pomts ratse~ by M. Sato. But there 
is another point in the same connection which I should hke to mentwn :_ I have a note of the 
discussion which took place on February 24th, to which M. Sato referred, and I remember 
that th'e opinion which he expressed, if not hostile to, at all events had less regard for, general 
treaties than for treaties of a more limited character. ~t was shared, as he has told us,, by 
a good many delegates, I thi~k I remember that the I~alian delegate was one, and I cer.tamly 
fek very strongly ·on that pomt. I remember that 1t w3:s the~ understood that, while we 
were all quite ready to produce a draft general treaty whtch mtght be of use for those who 
required it, our doing so would not m~an that the Committee e:cpressed any prefer~nce for a 
general treaty over 11 bilateral or regwnal pact, and I would hke that under~tandmg to be 
emphasised and to appear in the final report of our Committee. The Commtttee expressed 
no preference, as·I say, for a general treaty. I myself, like M. Sato, expre~se~ a preference 
the other way and I should like to repeat why I prefer a treaty of a more lirmted character. 
It is not that for the Government that I represent have any objection in principle to a general 
treaty; on the contrary, I believe a general treaty in certain circumstances might be of .the 
utmost value, but what we feel is that we have already got-we have all got-the best posstble 
general treaty which c~n be pro~uced in p;esent circumstances in t~e Cov~nant of the I:eague 
of Nations, and you, str, emphasised that m the valuable IntroductiOn whtch you .contnbute_d _ 
to the reports. Now, I think it is very desirable that the Committee, approachmg the end 
of its labours, should again emphasise what we began with-that, after all, the Co.venant ?f 
the League of Nations is a general treaty which gives a very large measure of secunty. It ts 
because we feel that no other general treaty of the same character, attempting to cover the 
same ground and possibly to fill in what may be found to be gaps, or imagined to be gaps, in 
the Covenant, can do so that we do not believe that sort of treaty will materially contribute 
to the security which we want as·afoundation for disarmament. -

I am frankly sceptical as to the additional security that would be given by a general 
treaty of this sort. Of course, I acknowledge that I may be quite wrong in that opinion. 
There are certain· of our colleagues here who hold strongly the other view, that a general 
treaty has some special value in contributing to security. The Committee may smile when 
I once more mention the words " practical proposals " ; I am afraid I am always expressing 
my preference for practical proposals, but I should like in this connection to make a practical 
proposal which would serve as a very good test, as between these two views, whether a general 
treaty gives security or not. My proposal would be this. _ - -

I like speaking quite frankly in this Committee. All our endeavours to produce security 
are directed to one thing and one thing alone-to enable us at a later date- to proceed with 
disarmament, and therefore the value of anything that we can do may be tested by its effect 
in regard to disarmament. Now, I would like to give an invitation (or let me 'call it a friendly 
challenge) to those. of our colleagues who feel strongly that a general treaty would give a 
great deal of se~unty to tell us precisely, supposing that we all signed the draft treaty to
morrow, what dtsarmal?ent that would produce in their own countries. I would like to go 
beyond general expresswns ; I would like each of you to give absolute figures indicating what 
your country. would b~ prepared to do. in the. way of disarmament if we all signed this draft" 
treaty. I t.hmk my fnend M. Markovttch mtght be the leader. He has just made a power
ful speech m favou~ of general treaties ; he has told us that he thinks. they will contribute 
largely to the secunty of the world. Well, I want to know what the great country which 
h~ ~epresents here w~uld be prepared to do in regard to men, guns, or whatever it may be, 
glVmg actual figures, m pra~tlcal disar_mament if we all signed this draft treaty. 

~ thro:v that out as a fnendly challenge, and I will say beforehand that, if M. MarkoVitch, 
h.eadmg this m~wement, c.an get a large number of States to show with guarantees that the 
Signature of this treaty Wtll produce a large measure of disarmament, then I and the British 
Government are open t? com;ersion. We keep an open mind on the subject, and I will come 
forward at the proper time With my tribute to M. Markovitch and will show that he has really 
been the one of all of us who has given a real contribution to the work of securing the peace of the world. · 

. M. RUTGERS (Net~erl3:nds). - I do not think that thi~ is the moment to go into the 
arhc~es of the Convention m detail. We shall have an opportuRity of doing so at a second 
readmg, and. we shall have time to examine it again. 

I woul~ nevertheless ~bserve that, wit? M: Unden, ~ P.refer a treaty of the kind submitted 
to us. It ts not.that I Wish to say anythmg m depr~~iation of bilateral treaties. I am well 
awar7 that the ht.story and re~ords n_ot only of the Bnbsh Empire but of many States provide 
us Wtth mo~el ~tlateral treaties whtch have marked a very considerable progress alon the 
path of arbttrah.on. Nevertheless, I will venture to repeat, because I feel obli ed to cfo 
an argument whtch has been already put forward more than once. g so, 
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I attach a great importance to collective treaties, and I have asked permission to speak 
owing to the intervention of Lord Cushendun, who has asked for figures. Lord Cushendun 
has made a practical proposal. He has said that. he has a preference for bilat~ral treaties, 
and he has asked us to show by figures what collective agreements have done for disarmament. 
I do not know whether the reply which I am about to make will satisfy Lord,Cushendun, but 
I _will give him the fo_llowing figures: if. a collective treaty _is _si~ed by two Powers only, it 
will do as much for disarmament as a bilateral treaty. If It IS signed by five Powers it will 
be equivalent to ten bilateral treaties. If it is signed by twenty Powers, it will do for disarma
ment as much as one h~ndred a!ld ninety b~ate~al ~reaties. If, according to th~ hypothesis 
of Lord Cushendun, this collective Convention Is signed by forty-four Powers, 1t will do as 
much for ~isarmament as nine hundred and forty-six bilateral treaties. 

I think I have gone as far as possible to meet the request of Lord Cushendun, and it 
seems to me that my figures are very much to the point. 

M. MARKOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). :._ I thank the delegate 
of the British Empire for having considered my arguments, but I think that in this case he 
is under a misunderstanding, since, in the opinion of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, it is 
not the question of a general treaty or a special treaty which is the most important. 

I have spoken on behalf of general treaties because such. treaties are more in conformity 
with the Covenant and in harmony with the principles of the League of Nations-in other 
words, the principles of co-operation between all nations fer the maintenance of peace. 

I entirely agree with the British delegation as regards the practical effect of arbitration. 
I consider that it is essential for a particular country to arrange for arbitration with another 
particular country, and ·especially with a country with which it will most likely find itself 
in dispute. If, however, a particular country concludes some twenty arbitration treaties and 
leaves out the country which is most closely associated with it, I do not think that it can 
regard itself as being in a state of security as a consequence of the treaties which it has signed. 

As to the effect of arbitration on the question of security, I ventured in my previous 
speech to quote the memorandum of the British Government, because I feel any statement 
of the British Government must receive the most careful attention of our Committee. The 
memorandum contains arguments which are serious and well considered. Moreover, its 
considerations are of a practical character, a fact which for me is essential, and a fact to which 
Lord Cushendun himself referred. 

While, therefore, I thank the British delegate for his observation, I feel bound to say 
that I do not think that it should be addressed to me. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). - As a supporter of general treaties, I would also venture to 'reply 
to Lord Cushendun, not by quoting the exact figures for which he asked but by a general 
observation. 

· I do not think it is possible exactly to measure the influence of a general arbitration treaty 
on security. I do not think that Lord Cushendun can indicate the exact influence on security 
of a bilateral arbitration treaty, which he recommends us to adopt. I think it would be rather 
difficult to indicate by precise figures the influence which the Locarno Treaties may have had 
on reduction of armaments of the contracting countries. I should, however, b~ happy to 
realise that I am mistaken, and I would venture very respectfully to ask Lord Cushendun to 
inform us, if it is possible to do so, to what precise extent the Locarno Treaties, of which he 
is a very decided supporter, may have reduced or might reduce the armaments of the contract-
ing countries. · 
- In my opinion, any attempt to strengthen the League of Nations by developing the system 

of arbitration is of considerable general importance for the maintenance of peace, even though 
it may not be ex<\ctly measured. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think we can close this very interesting discussion and pass to more 
• definite questions, that is to say, the discussion of the articles. . 

In conclusion, I. would point out that. we can satisfy Lord Cushendun by expressing, no 
preference in the report for any particular form of treaty. We have been asked to draw up 
models of bilateral treaties and general treaties. We have fulfilled our task and we have 
begun by .drawing up a model general treaty. The Drafting Committee was not asked to 
express its preferences. Any preference in this respect must be unanimously expressed. 
In view of the fact that there are divergences of view, no preference can be expressed either 
one way or the other. · 

As far as the second question is concerned, we are not yet ready to d4i!al with it in a concrete 
manner. We can only prepare the ground. When we have to discuss, from a political point 
of view in an international conference, questions of figures, we shall be able to take into acc_ount 
treaties of arbitration and security, the general position and the relations existing between 
the various countries. It would be premature to open such a discussion now. 

M. POLITIS (Greece). ::__ I desire to say a few words to confirm what you have just said 
and to reassure all our colleagues by stating clearly that neither the Drafting Committee 
nor its Sub-Committee lost sight of the desire of the Committee to receive several types of 
arbitration treaties, both special and collective. The reason why the Drafting Sub-Committee 
began by dealing with collective treaties was because it thought that that task was the more 
difficult and that it was necessary to use the short time at our disposal in tackling the hardest 
work. Once a draft collective cqnvention has been drawn up, nothing is easier than to draw 
up. special treaties based on the general draft. When you have examined the three draft 
Conventions, A, B and C, you will be convinced that, in order to transform them into special 
treaties, it is only necessary to change the word " collective " into the ~ord " special " and 
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. d d t change their- protocols. This is a very 
to put two persons where several are ment~one an ° own behalf and on behalf of my 
easy task. We regret--;-and I express thiS regret o~h:rJecessary time to do this work which 
colleagues on the Committee-that we have nothhad t b en able to submit to you a ·model 
I can describe as easy, and we regret that we ave ~0 c~nventions You must excuse us, 
special treaty simultaneously with the mhdel collectiv~ rden of wo~k given to the Drafting 
but I hope that you will take account of t e enorl?ou~ u unable entirely to finish its task. 
Committee and not blame it too s;verely. for raVIng_ .~ena draft resolution already drawn up 

To-morrow you will have an opportumty 0 ex;ammi g arious model Conventions now 
dealing with the. present.ation. and recorr:ur~~da~~nt o!et~~v: not forgotten special treaties. 
drafted. You w1ll note m th1s dra t reso u wn. \ e have met the possibility of a 
We have even gone further than you could desire, -ecause w . . d ll countries 
country which did not desire by. its signatur~ to contra~t an obli~~t~~fo!~w~~ :h~s collective 
contracting parties to a collective conventiOn, ac~eptbmg the p of': very simple procedure 
convention in respect o1 one or more named countnes y means 
indicated in the draft resolution . 

. M CHUAN CHAO (China). - On behalf of the Chinese Governrr;ent, ~wish to congratul~te 
the m~mbers of the Drafting Committee for the efficient manner m. wh1ch th1~Y ~ave ~r~~d out the work we have entrusted to them. As I did not take part m t~e pre 1mma;y e. a e 
of this Committee, perhaps you will allow me to exte~d the congratulatiOns I h~ve JUst. gtven 
to the Drafting Committee also to our most able Cha1rman, M. Benes, to the V1ce-Cha1rman, 
M. Unden, and to the three Rapporteurs, for the services they have re~dered t<;> us. . 

1 did not take part in the preliminary discussion because all the VIews whic_h the Chinese 
Government desired to see laid before this Committee had then been expressed m on~ way. or 
another by the different speakers. I therefore abstained in .ord~r not to prolong the discuss1on 
unnecessarily. But at this moment, when we are entenng mto the ~econd stage of our 
discussion and when we have to face concrete proposals, I would like to ask for yol!'r 

· indulgence in permitting me to propose a change in the second paragraph of the Preamble m 
the text of the Model Convention B (Annex 7, III, (b)). The text as drafted reads as follows: 

" Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting from international 
law is obligatory upon internationaL tribunals . . . . " 
The words to which I wish to call your attention and to see deleted are "established by 

treaty or". In other words, the principle of respect for rights ~st.ablis_hed by treaty is. so 
generally accepted that it does not appear necessary for us to repeat It m th1s model ~onventi<;>n. 
Moreover, it has been expressly provided for in the Covenant of the. Le~gue ?f Nations,. which 
says, in the Preamble, " and a scrupulous respect for all treaty obhgabons m the dealings of 
organised peoples with one another ". The point has been very fully covered there, and I 
really could not see any necessity for us to repeat it here in a different form. 

There is yet another reason why an inclusion in the text of this model Convention of the 
words in question would be objectionable, that is, those words may come into conflict with 
Article 19 of the Covenant. In the said article, it has been clearly provided that : 

"J'he Assembly may from time to time advise the reconsideration by Members of the 
League of treaties which have become inapplicable and the consideration of international 
conditions whose continuance might endanger the peace of the world." 
Suppose we, in insisting on retaining in the text of the model Convention the words 

" respect for rights established by treaty . . . is obligatory upon international tribunals", 
should happen to force any international tribunal to -respect an inapplicable treaty or to 
maintain conditions whose continuance might endanger the peace of the world, ·I am very 
much afraid that we should not be fulfilling our duties as_ delegates to the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security, whose sole aim is to maintain the peace of the world by settling all 
international disputes through peaceful means. . . o 

·In view of these considerations, I hope sincj!rely that my colleagues on this Committee 
will agree with me in not insisting on retaining in the text the words " established by treaty 
or" and in having them deleted. Being all warm partisans of the principle of the maintenance 
of world peace by settling all international disputes through judicial settlement, arbitration 
and conciliation, we certainly .will not insist on the inclusion in the text of the model Convention 
the provision in question, which may eventually compromise the very aims of such Convention 
and preclude many countries from availing themselves of the service which this model 
Convention may be able to give. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The observations of the- representative of China are important. . I 
fear, however, that we shall be unable to give him satisfaction, for the following reason. 

This principle has been adopted in practice in all the draft treaties of arbitration and 
conciliation which we have drawn up. For reasons which I think it useless to repeat, the 
preambles of treaties of this kind contain a certain number of general principles which are 
nece~37Y and which indicate the broad general spirit of the treaty .. These general principles 
are stmilar to t~ose ex.Pressed in the. Prea~b~e ~o the Cove.nant. T~ey recall that it is necessary, 
once a convention ex1sts, to apply 1t, for If It IS not applied there IS no reason for its existence. 

As far as the reason put forward by the Chinese representative is concerned and its 
conne.ction with Articl.e 19 of th~ Covenant, I t~nk there is a misunderstanding. There is no 
questiOn of guaranteeu~g the existe~ce of !reabes for good and all. Treaties can be amended. 
At the. m?ment, a Pa:tic.ulartreaty IS ~pplied. To-morrow another treaty may be applied, but 
the pnnc1ple of treaties 1s always applied. Consequently, the reasons given by M. Chuan Chao 
do not seem to me to be well founded. 
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On the contrary, the reason which I have just given seems sufficient to maintain the 
text as at present drafted. All the more also as we have taken the Locarno Agreements 
w~ch contain the sal?e principle, as our ex:;tmple when drawing up our model treaties. i 
thmk, therefore, that 1t would be somewhat difficult to change our point of view and suppress 
so essential a principle. 

The representative of China may perhaps feel satisfied if his observations are inserted in 
the Minutes. The Minutes of our session will be annexed to our proposals, which means that 
his point of view will be on public record. It will be difficult, however, for us to go further 
more especially as this question was discussed at great length in the Drafting Committee: 

M. CHUAN CHAO (China). - I thank the Chairman for the explanations he has been kind 
enough to give. 

M. VALDEs-MENDEVILLE (Chile). - I do not wish to prolong the discussion, but I wish 
to associate myself with the observations made by the Chairman. The point of view which 
he has expressed is precisely that which I upheld the first time I spoke during the general 
discussion. The sentence in question is of great importance and I emphasised that myself. 

The draft Convention as a whole was adopted without amendme11t, page by page. 
·The Committee rose at 7.25 p.m. 

THIRTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, March 6th, I928, at 6 p.m. 

48. Procedure. 
Chairman : M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

The CHAIRMAN. - Our programme consists to-day in the discussion and adoption of· 
three model Conventions : 

I. A General Convention for the Pacific Settlement of all International Disputes · 
(Convention A). 

2. A General Convention on Conciliation (Convention C). 
3. A General Security Treaty. 

We have also to examine a draft resolution submitting the model Conventions on 
Arbitration and Conciliation. 

The first two models are practically the same as Convention B, which we adopted yesterday. 
We shall therefore be able to discuss them fairly quickly. 

I suggest we proceed in the following manner. 
I will indicate the passages which have already been adopted, so that we shall not have 

to return to them. The general observations made yesterday apply to a very great extent 
to these two Conventions. In these circumstances, I think it useless to reopen the general 
discussion. 

49. Draft General Convention for' the Peaceful Settlement of all International Disputes 
(Convention A) (Annex 7• III (b)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Preamble has already been adopted. 
There is a slight difference in the second part of Article I. In Convention B, it is 

merely a question. of the settlement of juridical disputes by arbitration, while the Convention 
now before the Committee deals with the peaceful settlement of all disputes, both juridical 
and political. Article I has therefore been amended. Article 9 is a new article. Article 25 
is new, because account has had to be taken of the differences between Convention A and 
Convention B. This article .is only an adaptation. The following articles deal with the 
special procedure. It has been necessary to put them in this form because the Convention 
deals with the submission of all disputes to judicial settlement. Article 34 has been amended 
to a certain extent in order to adapt it to Com.;ention A. 

The draft Convention-was adopted without observation. 

50. Draft General Convention on Conciliation (Convention C) (Annex 7, III (b)}. 

The CHAIRMAN. - We have now to examine the draft General Convention on Conciliation. 
In the two previous Conventions we have adopted a text covering the procedure on 

conciliation. Since we were .instructed, however, to draw up a special model Convention on 
Conciliation, we have prepared a draft which contains certain chapters which are identical with 
those in other Conventions concerning conciliation. The wording of the remaining articles 
is such that they cover the procedure on conciliation only. 

The first part of the Preamble applies to conciliation only. It is a new text. The second 
part is the same as that which we have already adopted in the case of the two other Conventions. 
The first three articles also concern conciliation alone and, though somewhat alike, differ in 

8 
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certain respects from those in the other Conventions. Articl~~ 4 ~o 19 are th~ sam~ a~~ho~~in 
the revious Conventions. Articles 20 and 21 have a c7rtam likeness to t ose m . e 0 ~r 
Coneentions, but they deal only with conciliation. . Arttcle 20 ~orresponds to Arttcl~ 27 m 
Convention B and Article 21 to Article 22 in ConventiOn B. Articles 22 and tl).e followmg are 
the same as those in the previous Conventions . 

. The draft Convention was adopted without observation. 

61. Resolution submitting and recommending the Model General Conventions on Conciliation, 
Arbitration and Judicial Settlement (Annex J, III (c)). -

The CHAIRMAN. - The Drafting Committee has deemed it nece~sary to draf~ a resolution 
·to serve as an introduction to the three Conventions, A, B and C, whtch we have JUSt adopted. 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - I do not wish to take up the Com~ittee's time with 
details. We shall have an opportunity of doing so when the second readmg takes place. I 
desire to make an observation of a general kind. . 

In reading this resolution, I note that these model General Conventions are recommended 
to all States Members or not of the League of Nations, for examination. I would have preferred, 
however, that these drafts should be brought to the attention of the general Assembly 
with a view to their adoption. 

I can,.however, agree to this resolution, for I have discovered certain traces of my own 
views included in it. The end mentions General Conventions in two places. If these Conven
tions are examined, it is to be noted that, as far as Convention A is concerned, the date of 
the Convention will be the day of its adoption by the Assembly. In another passage mention 
is made of a date fixed at one year after the adoption of the Convention by the Assembly. 

It appears, therefore, that, although the Committee confines itself to asking the Assembly 
to recommend these draft Conventions to the examination of States whether Members or not 
of the League, these Conventions will in actual fact have to be adopted by the Assembly itself 
in order to become General Conventions in the real sense of the word, concluded under the 
auspices of the League. · -

. Fo~ these reasons, I can support the proposal submitted to us; although it contains 
expressions which I should prefer not to have been used. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden). - I would prefer a resolution only stipulating that the various 
model treaties which we have drafted should be presented to the Assembly and leaving the_ 
Assembly itself to decide what measures ought to be t,ilken in the future, and also to state 
which model treaty it prefers. Nevertheless, I do not desire to make any proposal. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I would add that we can adopt the resolution as it ·stands. It is 
quite understood, however, that the Assembly is sovereign in the matter, and that it can 
adopt the text or change it. Its Third Committee will deal with the matter. Any amendments 
or objections can certainly be made when the resolution is discussed by the Assembly. 

The resolution was adopted. 

62. Draft Collective Security Treaty (Treaty D) (Annex 7, IV (b)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - By voting these three model Conventions and the resolution as well 
as the resolution covering the Optional Clause of the Statute of the Permanent Court ~f Inter
national Justice, the "Committee has finished all its work in regard to arbitration and conciliation. 

We pass, therefore, .to the discussio~ of the que_stions concerning security. The Treaty 
before us conce!"s the Im~ortant question of secunty. We are now discussing something 
new, an~ we Will proc~ed m the s.a:ffi~ manner as yesterday, when we discussed the first 
Convention on Arb~trat10n and Conciliat!O~ (Con':ention B). · 

Ne~ertheless, m the Treaty of Secunty wh1ch we are now to discuss there are articles 
concernmg the peaceful settlement of disputes, the questions of arbitration ~nd of conciliation• 
These a~ticles are very similar to, or even identical with, those which we have adopted in th~ 
C<;>nvent10n on Arbitration an_d Concili?-tion, which m7ans that the discussion of these articles 
Will not _be necessary. We ":'U only discuss those articles which concern security. 

Artl?les 5 to 35 d~al With the peaceful settlement of disputes ·and have alread been 
adopted m th~ .ConventiOn <;>n Arbitration and Conciliation. It will 'therefore be unneressa 
for us to examme them agam. ry 

~rticl~ 36 deals with the duration of the Treaty. Certain observations were added 
to th1s article. They refer to the three systems which can be adopted in regard to the le th 
of the Treaty. ng 

The draft Treaty was adopted without obs;rvation. 

63. Title of Draft Treaty D. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada).- I do not know whether I · d · · · 
or whether it should come up during the discussion of th: m ~r t~r m rf1s~ng this question now, 
The question I wish to raise may not seem of re.so u 10n re at~ng to draft Treaty D. _ 
of this Treaty. This is called a "Treat of S very_tgr.~at Importance; 1t deals with the title 
regard to Treaties of Conciliation Arbit!ation ecuJ'J ci· .:Shave passed a resolution with 
the Canadian Government, these 'are as much an . u lCI et~lement. In the opinion . of 
assistance, and I therefore suggest that the T t~eatles hf se~unty as is a treaty of mutual 
called a "Treaty of Mutual Assistance.. re~.)-we ave JUst been considering should be 
these four types of treaty all go to make u or a . reaty. o_f Non:Aggres~ion". As I s.ee it, 
of our deliberations here to say that we pp ~ecub~tty't~nd lt Is u!lfrur and gtves a wrong p1cture 

u ar 1 ra 10n, conciliation and judicial settlement 
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on_ o?e side and app!y to the ~eaty that embodi_es sanctions the word "security ". In the 
op1mon of the Canadian delegation and the Canadmn Government, all these things are factors 
in security, and I think we should either give them all the title of " Treaties of Security " or 
give them all separate names and follow, in the fourth case, the same procedure as in the others, 
and call this Treaty a "Treaty of Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance". 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I should like in a very few words to express my 
complete agreement with what has been said by the Canadian delegate. I think the word 
" security " is of general application, and applies equally to a Treaty of Arbitration, of Concilia
tion, or 'of Mutual Assistance. I think, in the interests of clarity, it would be well to keep that 
word of general application, and have a more particular designation for eacll of these separate 
Treaties. I entirely agree, therefore, with what my friend from Canada has said. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The observations of the representatives of Canada and the British 
Empire are perfectly correct. We can perhaps call the Treaty which we have just examined a 
"Treaty of Mutual Assistance", or else return to the title which we have already used in 
certain documents and say a "Treaty of Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance". But I 
think it would be sufficient to say "Treaty of Mutual Assistance". 

M. VON SIMSON (Germany). - I desire to draw attention to a difficulty which will certainly 
arise. We have prepared three models, of which the first is now under discussion. I would 
point out that we have a model Treaty of Security, in which there is no mention of mutual 
assistance. If, therefore, we change the title of " Security Treaties " and re.place it by the 
title" Treaties of Mutual Assistance", we shall have a treaty of mutual ass1stance without 
mutual assistance. For this reason, I think it is better to use "Treaties of Non-Aggression ". 

The CHAIRMAN. - I think we can find a compromise. We have drafted a model Treaty 
providing for mutual assistance, and another which does not provide for it. The collective 
Treaty which we have adopted to-day comprises mutual assistance, peaceful settlement and 
non-aggression. To-morrow we are to examine a Treaty of Non-Aggression combined with the 
Peaceful Settlement of Disputes. In the draft which we have adopted to-day, we have 
emphasised the idea of mutual assistance. In the draft to be submitted to us to-morrow, the 
idea on non-aggression is emphasised. Could we not call the Treaty we are now adopting 
a "Treaty of Mutual Assistance" and the Treaty to be adopted to-morrow "Treaty of Non
Aggression " ? 

This proposal was adopted. 1 

54. Resolution concerning the Submission and Recommendation of the Models of Treaties 
of Security (Annex 7. IV (c)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - This resolution is similar to the one which we have just adopted 
regarding arbitration and conciliation. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - In view of the decision we have just taken, it will be necessary 
to alter the phrase : " Having noted with satisfaction the model Security Treaties " to read : 
"Having noted with satisfaction the model Treaties of Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance". 

The draft resolution was adopted with this amendment. 1 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I should like to make a suggestion, though I do 
not wish to press it in the least if anybody objects. I think it is desirable that we should 
make our report as little voluminous as possible, and that we should have as little matter in 
it as we can. We have passed three or four resolutions in very similar terms covering the 
various forms of draft Treaty which we are forwarding to the Assembly; would it not be 
possible without any great labour for the Drafting Committee to put all these resolutions into 
"one, so that we should have one resolution covering the various kinds of Treaties to submit 
to the Assembly ? It appears to me that otherwise we shall have three or four, perhaps 
more, of these resolutions differing only in some very small particular, and that they might 
very :well be combined in one. 
_ The CHAIRMAN. - This suggestion is of a practical kind, but, as Chairman of the Drafting 
Committee, I know the manner in which these texts were drawn up. These draft resolutions 
gave rise to the main difficulty. It would be more difficult to combine these texts into one 
than to separate them, and this would give us much more work than Lord Cushendun supposes. 

In these circumstances, we should use the work already done and submit them in such 
a manner as to make them as easily understandable as possible. . · 

There are the three main categories of proposals concerning arbitration, conciliation and 
treaties of mutual assistance and non-aggression. Then come special questions dealing with the 
articles of the Covenant or financial assistance. If we group these questions in a methodical 
and clear manner, they will be understood by everyone. 

I think it is more practicable to be content with what we have now achieved. In any 
case, we can postpone this work to our next session. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - The last thing I desire is to throw any further 
work on the Drafting Committee, to whom I think we ought to be very grateful for the great 
work they have done, and if it would involve any additional work, I should certainly be very 
sorry to press my suggestion. 

The Committee rose at 7.20 p.m. 

1 Note by tile Secretariat. - Account was taken of this decision in the present document. 
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FOURTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, March 7th, ;1:928, at 2.30 p.m. 

Chairman: M. BENES (Czechoslovakia). 

65, Resolution concerning the Introduction to the Three Memoranda on Arbitration, Security 
and the Articles of the Covenant (Annex 7• II). 

The CHAIRMAN. - The first question on our agenda concerns the Intr?~uction to _the 
Prague memoranda. The original draft resolution was put forward by the Bnt~sh delega~IOn. 
It has been several times amended and its final form was adopted by the Draftmg Committee 
and is now before you. 

This resolution was adopted without observation. 
• 

58. 

I, 

Introduction to the General Conventions ·on Arbitration and Conciliation (Annex 7, 
III (a). 

The CHAIRMAN. """ This Introduction states the principle followed by the Committee 
of Three and the Drafting Committee in drawing up Conventions A, B and C. It states ~he 
various questions which arose, the difficulties which had to be ov~rcome and the rules which 
were followed in drawing up the final draft of these three Conventions. . 

The Introducto':y Note was adopted without observation. 

57. Draft Collective Treaty of Non~Aggression (Draft E) (Annex 7, IV (b)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - Yesterday we adopted Convention D dealing with mutu~l assistance, 
the pacific settlement of disputes and non-aggression. To-day we are to examme the dr~ft 
Collective Treaty of Non-Aggression and for the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes. In Its 

· essential principles the text of this Treaty is more or less the same as that which we adopted 
yesterday. The articles concerning_ mutual assistance are obviously not included in it. and 
account has been taken in drafting Treaty E of the fact that anything dealing with mutual _ 
assistance had to be eliminated. 
· I would,draw your attention to Article 35 concerning the duration of the Treaty and the 

date of its coming into force. The observations made yesterday regarding the draft Collective 
Treaty of Mutual Assistance also apply to Treaty E . 

. Article 36 contains the clause concerning adhesion to the Treaty; There was no similar 
clause inserted in Treaty D, which we adopted yesterday. In a treaty of mutual assistance it 
is indispensable for the signatories to possess absolute mutual confidence and such a treaty 
cannot be open to the signature of States. This does not apply in the case of a treaty of non
aggression and for the peaceful settlement of disputes. Such a convention, by its very nature, 
must be open to the adhesion of States. -

The Committee of Three and the Drafting Committee have therefore thought it necessary 
to insert a special clause in Treaty E. , 

. Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - For reasons which I can very well understand, 
owu~g to the high pressure with which the work has been done, I have not up to the present 
received the English translation of this document, and therefore I hope that it will not be 
thought unreasonable if I make this reservation-that my assent to it must be conditional on • 
the satisfactory English text being produced later. 

Draft Treaty E was adopted without observation. 

58. Draft Bilateral Treaty of Non-Aggression Treaty F (Annex 7, IV (b)). 

The CHAIRMAN. - This Treaty is a bilateral Treaty of Non-Aggression, identical with 
the ~ollec~ive Treaty which we have just adopted after account has been taken of the necessary 
mo~di.cabons or deletions required by the <;haracter of a bilateral treaty. For example, 
Article 29 of Treaty E, which covers the case of disputes between more than two parties, has 
been de~eted. The clause regarding adhesion has also been deleted because Treaty F is a 
model bilateral Treaty and adhesion to it is consequently not possible. 
. These are the only differences in text, which is otherwise the same. I think that, in these 

Circumstances, it is not necessary to proceed to the adoption of this Treaty page by page or 
chapter by chapter. I submit it to you in its entirety. 

The draft Treaty was adopted without observation.. 

59. Introduction to the Model Collective Treaties of Mutual Assistance and of Collective 
and Bilateral Treaties of Non-Aggression (Annex 7, IV (a)). 

. •The CHAIRMAN. --:- I desire to ~ra:-v your attention to this note, which is of a certain 
1mportan~~· . It contams the same .pnnciples as the note concerning the Treaties of Arbitration 
~n~ ConciliatiOn. The reason~ which gmde~ t~e efforts ?f the Drafting Committee are stated 
m It. An account has been giVen of the prmciples and Ideas expressed either in the plenary 
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meeting of the Committee or at the meetings of the Drafting Committee. The reasons why 
certain questions have been inserted and others omitted are explained. 

The spirit in which the Preamble and various articles have been drawn up is explained, 
together with the manner in which the Committee regarded the question of preventive and 
provisional measures ; the re-establishment of peace after an act of aggression ; the establish
ment of demilitarised zones ; the question of the adhesion of third States ; the question of 
aggression on the part of third States ; the duration of treaties of mutual assistance ; the connec
tion between these treaties and disarmament; and, finally, the difference between the various 
Treaties of Mutual Assistance and of Non-Aggression. 

The Introduction was adopted witho11t observation. 

60. Resolution concerning M. Rutgers' Memorandum on Articies10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant 
(Annex 7, V (a)). 

This resolution was adopted without observation. 

61. Draft Resolution regarding Financial Assistance (Annex 7, V (c)). . . 

The resolution was adopted without observation. 

62. Draft Resolution concerning the Future Work of the Committee (Annex 7, VII). 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I do not know whether it is essential that the . 
Chairman should be instructed to convene the third session not later than the end of June I928. I 
should be inclined to suggest that we should insert at the end of that clause the words " unless 
requested in writing, by two-thirds of the members of the Committee, to convene it at a later 
date". That would give more elasticity. I can imagine it may be found, as we approach 
the end of June, that it may be more convenient to meet at a later date, and I think it would be 
convenient, at any rate, to give discretion to the Chairman to postpone the meeting, if requested 
by a number of members to do so. 

In addition to that, I understand tha~ this report, at some st~ge, will have to be submitted 
to the Governments and I think, therefore, it will be desirable that we should know at what 
date the report will be ready in order that there may be sufficient time for the Governments to 
consider it before it comes back to this Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I will reply in the first place to the second question. The documents 
examined by us will be collected in a single text and the report will be ready at the beginning 
of next week. The Committee will then send these documents to all its members and then to 
Governments. 

It is understood that the work which we have accomplished should not be considered. 
final. We shall have a second reading. Consequently, Governments will be able to discuss 
these documents not only when the Assembly meets but when they are read a second time. 

I see no objection to adopting the proposal of Lord Cushendun concerning the sentence 
to be added to the first paragraph. Whether it is possible to fix the third session of the Committee 
at a more or less distant date depends on the work which may be done by Governments. 

M. POLITIS (Greece). - I have no objection to the view just expressed. I desire merely 
to draw attention to the fact that, in any case, it is necessary that the second reading should 
take place soon enough for the Council to be able in its turn to take the necessary steps in order 
that the work of this Committee may result in the final prep;tration of the work for the next 
Assembly. · 

• In view of the fact that the Council is accustomed, unless I am wrong, to draw up the 
Assembly's agenda in June, it would.be necessary, if a third session takes place in June or 
later, to make the necessary arrangements with the Council to protect ourselves from the dan~er 
of discovering that our work will not be discussed by the Assembly. I draw the attention 
of the Bureau to this point. 

·The CHAIRMAN. - It is obvious that we must prepare our work in such a manner as 
to make it possible for the next Assembly to take it into consideration. The date of the next 
Assembly is in this respect final, and must guide us, for if we are not ready for that Assembly 
there will be a year's delay, 

I think, however, that, even H the second reading takes place after the Council session in 
· June, we shall still be able to submit our work to the Assembly. According to the Rules of 

Procedure, supplementary questions can be placed on the agenda a month only before the 
date of the Assembly. 

Lord CuSHENDUN (British Empire). - I have not the slightest desire to create any 
difficulties. I am not myself very familiar with the procedure of the various organs of the 
League, but from what M. Politis has said it seems probable that my suggestion, if it were acted 
upon, might. cause additional difficulties, and in these circumstances I would ask leave to 
withdraw my proposal. . · 

The CHAIRMAN. - The last sentence of this resolution reads as follows: 
" The Committee on Arbitration and Security further expresses the hope that the 

results of its second and third sessions will be communicated " 
I propose to omit the reference to the third session. 
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I must also submit another amendment concerning Point 5, which reads : 

"To continue the study of Articles 10, II and 16 ofthe Covenant." -

I propose that this should be replaced by : 
f th articles of the Covenant in accordance 

" Point 5· To continue the study o ,e 
·with the resolution of the Assembly of 1927. 

· · 1 d 16 but does not exclude the The resolution of the Assembly refers to Artie es IO, II an • - . 
future examination of other articles. 

These amendments were agreed to and the resolution thus amended was adopted. 

63, Account of the Committee's Work from its Creation up to the end of its Second Sessio~ 
(Annex 7, I). 

The CHAIRMAN. - It is now for us to examine the account of the· Comll}ittee's work 
from its creation up to the end of its second session. . . h · 

Certain amendments must be made, in view of the. amendments m the resoluhon we ave 
just adopted. 

The account of the Committee's work was adopted. 

64. Close of the Session. 
The CHAIRMAN.- We have now reached the-end of our work. As the ~rafti~g Committee 

thought it useful for a verbal statement to be made at the end of o~r dtscuss~on bJ; one of 
the Committee of Three who has taken part in the work of th~ Draftmg ~om~1ttee, 1t asked 
M. Politis to make this statement on the procedure followed m co";nect~on w1t~ our wo~k. 

If any member of the Committee desires to give expression to h~s pomt of v1ew, to gtve 
any verbal explanations or to give his views on the various draft Treaties or on the work of the 
Committee as a whole, this exchange of views can take place now. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece).- Mr. Chairman and Gentlemen,-For lack of time, the Drafting 
Committee has not been able to prepare, in accordance with the practice of the League, a 
written report on the details and spirit of its work. It has confined itself,_ as you are aware, 
to drafting two explanatory notes, which you have already approved, and 1t has done me.the 
honour to instruct me to complete this by a very short verbal statement. · 

The short duration of our session has also not made it possible for the Drafting Committee 
to accomplish everything which you included in the programme of its work. I can say, 
however, that the essential task is ended. Six model Treaties have been drafted and completed 
by a series of draft resolutions. You adopted these texts the day before yesterday, yesterday 
and to-day, when you read them for the first time. It is understood that they are to be read 
a second time. This, indeed, is essential for more than one reason-'-first, because in a second· 
reading the wording can be verified and completed, for in places it bears the mark of haste. 
It is also necessary to read them again in order to ensure that indispensable concordance 
between the two texts which we have drawn up. A second reading is also necessary to enable 
the Committee to decide whether, in the two categories of agreements which we have drawn up, 
any preference should be shown for one or other category. This is a point which has already 
been referred to, and it was understood, at the request of a certain number of our colleagues, _ 
that the model Treaties now drafted should be considered of equal value whether they belonged 
to one or other category. 

Finally, a second reading will be necessary in order to ascertain the final form of these 
mo~el Treaties which we shall propose that the Assembly shall adopt. We shall have to 
dectde whether they will be models offered to the free choice of States, or whether they will 
be Conventions made in the name of the League and immediately open for the signature of • 
those States which desire to adopt them, by means of a protocol attached as an annex. I have 
now explained the various reasons why a second reading is necessary. I think also that it 
will be of great use. 

It is now my duty to comment in detail on the texts which you have adopted and read 
for th~ ~rst time. The two explanatory notes which you have approved refer to what is 
essential m their contents. My task is to confine myself to emphasising their general structure. 
As far as peaceful procedure is concerned, we have drawn up three model General Conventions, 
A, Band C. 

. Model A applies arbitration to all disputes without distinction, and proposes to submit 
diSpu~es of a legal kind to the judgment of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
and d1sputes of a non-legal kind to the judgment of an arbitral tribunal. ' 

Model B con~~es. arbitration to disputes of a legal. kind, and ;mbi_Dits· other disputes to a 
pr~dure of concihahon and eventually to the Council for exammahon, in conformity with 
Art1cle 15 of the Covenant. 
: Model C contains attempts to codify the rules generally accepted by all special treaties now 
m force, a~d displays the single practical advantage of making it possible for S.tates to adopt 
by me~e s1_gnature and adherence a procedure of conciliation in respect of a large number of 
countnes, mstea~ of concluding a special convention with each of them. · 

~e ~ave tned to make t~ese.three Conventions on Arbitration, Judicial Settlement and 
Co_ncl11a~IOn a;; supple as poss1ble m order that they should be as widely adopted as possible 
W1~h thiS obJect, we ~av~ ~ad. to give a somewhat large place to a system of reservations. 
Thl!! :ystem, and I thmk 1t 1s l:lght for me to ·say this, ~as been accepted without enthusias~ 
by many of us. • We have res1gned ourselves to acceptmg an evil which may be considered 



necessary in the present state of international relations, but we have tried our best to circum
scribe and discipline this evil. 

We have tried to circumscribe it by indicating certain well-defined and limited categories 
in wh~ch reservati_ons. may be allowe~ ; a~d we have tried to di~cipline it by introducing the 
folloWing rule, wh1ch IS of great prachcal1mportance, and accordmg to which the scope of the 
reservations must always be submitted to the control of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice. 

The importance of this rule is that in future; in all treaties concluded on the basis of the 
models which we have drawn up, the application of the reservations will no longer depend on 
the discretion of States. They will be submitted to the final appreciation of the highest form 
-of international juri!>diction. 

We hav.e also desired to define another form of elasticity which we have thought necessary 
in order to. facilitate the a:cceptance of a general conventional arbitration. Though reserva
tions can limit the scope of the engagements assumed; there remains still another obstacle, 
which seriously interferes with the progress of arbitration. This obstacle is that countries 
ready to undertake engagements in regard to certain other countries are not equally disposed 
to accept obligations in regard to everyone. We have therdore tried to discoyer whether 
there is a means of assuring a certain degree of elasticity in this Conventi<;m in regard to the 
choice of States towards which each country may desire to assume obligations. 

We have not been able to find a means which could become a provision of the Convention 
without running the risk of arousing susceptibilities which might be contrary to the good 
understanding which was Our precise .object in view when we tried to cause the procedure 
of arbitration and conciliation to becom_e more widespread. Though, however, we have been 
unable to find a direct means, we did discover an indirect means, which is furnished by the 
general principle of the freedom of the Convention. There is nothing to prevent two countries 
from undertaking to behave mutually as though they were signatories to a general convention
that is to say, there is nothing to prevent them from accepting in their mutual relations the 
regulations included in such a convention. I call this ~eans indirect because by it it is possible 
to spread the effect of the convention among States which can remain free to choose with 
whom to assume obligations, while at the same time they are not compelled to assume them 
towards everyone. · 

This indirect means is described in the draft resolution in which we ask that the model 
Treaties drawn up should be recommended to States. The same procedure applies to Article 36 
of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. A resolution has been proposed 
which emphasises the extreme elasticity of Article 36, and which points out that States can, 
in consequence, adhere to the Optiona!. Clause of Article 36 and at the same time make any 
reservations which they think fit. By means of this same indirect procedure which I spoke 
of just now, States can, instead of assuming obligations towards everyone in virtue of Article 36, 
accept all or part of those obligations towards States which they themselves can choose. 

So much for arbitration and conciliation. 
As far as security is concerned, we have also drawn up three model Conventions, two 

· collective Conventions-one of Mfttual Assistance and the other of Non-Aggression-and 
a special Treaty of Non-Aggression. The most complete of these three models is undoubtedly_ 
the first. It puts into definite rules the three principles underlying the Locarno Agreement, 
which are the principle of non-aggression~ that is to say, the prevention in all cases of recourse 
to force ; the- principle that all disputes must be submitted to some form of peaceful procedure; 
and the principle that the contracting States undertake to give each other mutual assistance. 

The drafts E and F, also of this category, are based on the same principles except in regard 
to the last principle. States adopting these two Conventions would _accept the principle of 
non-aggression and the principle of peaceful procedure, but would reJect the r~le of mutual 
assistance. _ 

• I desire, gentlemen, to show you very rapidly, basing my remarks on the general structure 
of Convention D, what are the advantages in that Convention and its disadvantages as 
compared with the Rhineland Treaty of Locarno. . 

Compared with the Rhineland Treaty of Locarno, our model Collective Treaty for Mutual 
Assistance shows four principal differences. 

· First, it does not contain a clause embodying the territorial guarantee. The reason is 
that we thought that, if we had inserted such a clause, the conclusion of similar treaties might 
in certain circumstances have been rendered more difficult. We have omitted this clause, and 
we have done so the more easily as it was recognised during the discussion that this Treaty, 
based-as it is on the Covenant of the League of Nations, leaves Article 10 intact, as well as 
all the other articles of the Covenant. Article 10, which already gives a territorial guarantee 
to the Members of the League of Nations, is thus reinforced and confirmed by the engagement 
which the contracting parties will assume not to resort in any case to force. . 

The second difference is that our model Collective Treaty for Mutual Assistance does not 
contain any third State guarantee. It does not contain such a clause because it ·will not 
always be possible to ensure the guarantee of the third State coming to uphold the under
takings entered into by the contracting parties. This guarantee of the third State, moreover, 
is not indispensable in the Treaties of which we are thinking, because the reciprocity of obliga
tions between several members and several States already affords a first guarantee, and the 
fact which increases the value of this guarantee and constitutes in a way a second guarantt--e 
is that, since our Treaties are models framed and recommended by the League of Nations, and 
since they will be concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, it can be maintained 
that the undertakings embodied in them bear, so to speak, a moral endorsement of the League 
of Nations. 
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· ' h Rh · 1 d Locarno Treaty does not provide for 
Thirdly, our model Tr~aty, unhke t e me~~ for this case bec~use, in the situations 

the case of_ flagra!lt agpresswn. It d~es il no\ P~~:se which were contemplated in· the Locarno 
likely to anse, which will not be very srm . ar 0 

. than advanta es I am well aware, 
Treaty, such a clause ~ight have _more mconvemences 1 ded without gthls clause of mutual 
however, that, if a reg~on~ sec~nty treat:y w~re cone u f fl ant a ression, there might. 
assista!lce coming aut?matically mto opera¥.on m thfd c~~e ao di~fnution g;f the security which 

~he aA~e~<!;:~;a;~;t;~J.n~ a~;uia~!. ~~:!e~;~~;"~~f t~~- T~e re~~d~:~~~~~c~~~~:a~:at~~ 
however IS m my opmwn, the Improvement o e sys em . t 
Lea ue ~f Nations with the external world, and it is with a view. to such an 1mpwyemen 
thatg we have proposed, and that you have accepted at a first readmg, a. ~raft resolu~IO~.the 
object of which is to render more rapid in cases of urgency and cns1s commumca 1ons 
between the organs of the League of Nations and the various Governments. . . . 

The fourth difference relates to the demilitarised zones. In our model. Treaty 1t.1s ':lot 
ro osed as a general rule that there should be demilitaris~d zo~es bet~een the _contractmg 

~arfies, because that is not always p~ssible an_d is :;ometimes Impossible. It 1s_ therefore 
advisable to leave the contracting parties full discretion, so that they may estabhsh or not 
establish a demilitarised zone according to circumstances. . . • 

There is a last point which has not been dealt with in the _model Treaty a~d which, accord
ing to the solution which it will receive in practice, may cons~1tute a further <?-fference between 
the model and the Rhineland Locarno Treaty. I am refemng t? the d~ration of the Treaty. 
We have not fixed any period, and we have left blank !he article which should hav~ d~alt 
with this matter. We hesitated between several possible systems. The three pnncipal 
solutions are as follows : 

The Locarno solution : this supposes an indefinite ~uration of the ~gr~ement, with. the 
possibility of its denunciation by a decision of the <::ouncil taken by a maJonty of ~wo-third~. 
Another solution consists in providing for a duration of ten to twenty years, With a t~cit 
renewal for a similar period if the Treaty is not denounced at least one year before the conclu~10n 
of each period. There is a third or mixed solution which stands midway between the two preVIous 
solutions. There might be a first period of a fairly short duration-for exampl~, ~ve years
following which the Treaty, if it were not denounced one year before the expiration of .t~at 
period, would continue indefinitely up to the moment when it was rendered null by a decision 
of the Council. 

The. choice between these three systems is extremely difficult. We have not had the 
necessary time for the thorough study which should be made in order to consider the arguments 
in favour of each solution. We have confined ourselves to indicating the three systems, and, 
subject to further advice, it is for the parties themselves to make their choice. 

Apart from these differences, the model Collective Treaty for Mutual Assistance is exactly 
in the spirit of Locarno, and I would like, in addition to the three essential principles which I 
have just indicated, to emphasise three other points which show the close connection of our 
work with the Locarno Agreement. • 

As in the Rhineland Jreaty, provisional-measures are contemplated in our model D by 
means of a rule which may be developed according 'to the suggestions which have been 
submitted by the German delegation. ' 

The next point which is important is that the model Treaty which we have just framed 
ouly covers the case of mutual aggression by the contracting parties. It does not provide 
for the aggression of a third party. It seemed to us that it was more in conformity with the 
spirit of the League of Nations only to recommend a model Treaty of this kind. That course 
seems to be more expedient, since the insertion of a clause providing against the aggression 
of a third party would become quite useless if, as may be hoped, the neighbouring States~ in 
spite of their diversities of origin, agreed to participate in a general security·agreement. It i~ 

' with a view to facilitating this possibility and of succeeding in this object that we framed a draft 
resolution referring to the good offices of the Council with a view to the conclusion of such 
agreem~nts. The part o! th~ Counc~ in. su~h a matter yvould be extremely delicate, but I do 
not hesitate to say that It will be qmte mdispensable, smce for the conclusion of such treaties 
it will often in p~actice be necessary to arrange for a whole lot of the preparatory political 
work to be done m advance, and for a closer moral association between the States concerned 
to be brought about. · 

There is, finally, a third point in which the connection between our work and the Locarno 
Agr~ment is obvious, since in both cases we have to note a serious gap. There is 'a gap in 
~1cle IS, J?aragr_aph 7, of the _Cove_nant. You are all aware of that gap. It becomes clear 
m ~e case m wh1ch the Council, bemg unable to make a unanimous recommendation to the 
parties, leaves each of them free to act as it thinks best for the defence of its interests. 

In the se~~ty agreemen~s-in the Locarno Agreements as in our own-resort to war is · 
doubtless prohibited, so t~at 1t may be said that the gap is by that means filled. It is not 
l~s true that, when _there I~ a very serious dispute which remains without solution, there may 
anse a grave danger 1f the d1spute continues to remain thus unsettled over a long period of time. 
The engagement never to resort to war becomes somewhat precarious. For this reason we 
have endeavoured to find a m~ans by which it may be possible to remedy this disadvantage. 
As I have already had occasion to say ':ery frankly, however, we have not found any such 
means. We thought that, b_y endeavourl!lg to strengthen the procedures under Article· IS 
of the ~venant, we_ ran the. nsk of weakemng the guarantees given by Article I6 and of losin 
on one s1de by _makmg the rmprovement which we sought more than would h b · dg 
on the other s1de. ave een game 
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We are convinced-and this is the clear conclusion reached by our discussions-that there 
is, and al:ways will be, only ~ne r_eal :way of fillin!? the gap in Article 15, paragraph 7, namely, 
by appl}'lng compulsory arbrtraho.n m <lU cases, m order that for all disputes there may be a 
final decision. 

So long as this is not the case, so long as States are not disposed to s.ubmit their disputes 
to compulsory arbitration without any distinction or exception, they must needs rest content 
with the somewhatjncomplete system of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Meanwhile, all that can be hoped is that the ~xtreme cases, in which the best possible 
organisation of security will always be subject to the risk of breaking down, will become· 
cont~nually mo!e rare in prop?rtion as the bonds of ~gree~ents bet:w~en Stat~s are multiplied 
and m proportron as the credrt of the League of Nations mcreases, m proportron as its pacific 
procedures are improved and develop among nations the sentiment of co-operation and good 
understanding. · 
· I am personally convinced that, by the work we have done, we have achieved a considerable 
step forward in this direction. If the model Treaties which we have framed are successively 
approved by the Preparatory Commission, by the Council, and finally by the Assembly, 
they will have sufficient moral authority to give a new stimulus to the progress of arbitration 
and security. It is unprecedented that texts solemnly prepared and recommended by a great 
international Assembly should not enjoy an extensive and rapid propagation. 

This hope is encouraged by the spirit .which has inspired our work. I must frankly confess
and I do so with a lively satisfaction-that many of the points which hitherto seemed insoluble 
have been discussed in this Committee with the objective calm which is essential in the examina
tion of difficult problems. Very profound differences of opinion have come to the surface. 
The most various tendencies have appeared on this side or that. Finally, however, as the 
result of courteous but frank discussion, these differences and various tendencies have gradually 
been attenuated, in order to give way finally to unanimous agreement. 

. As I have already· had the honour to say at one of our previous meetings, it is possible 
to see a good augury for the future in the manner in which our work has been carried on. I 
may venture to hope, from what has happened in this Committee, that the world will realise 
that, between men of goodwill inspired by the same ideal, it is possible for a good understanding 
to be achieved and to bring about fruitful results. 

I earnestly hope that our procedure may be for the nations an example and encouragement. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I do not wish at the end .of your work to detain you with a long 
closing speech. I will confine myself to presenting a few observations. 

In opening the first meeting of this session, I informed you of feelings which had been 
expressed in various quarters concerning your future work. I referred to certain doubts, 
certain misgivings and certain hopes. Personally, I did not conceal from you that I was 
hopeful that we should achieve gqod results. I went even further and said that I was certain 
of it. I believe I am expressing your own feelings in declaring that the results we have achieved 
hitherto are extremely satisfactory. We have not y~t concluded our task and we shall have 
to take up on a second reading our resolutions and model Treaties. For the moment, however, 
I believe that the success of our work is assured. 

I would venture to indicate briefly the political importance of our second session. We have 
adopted a certain number of resolutions, accompanied by texts of model Treaties on Arbitration, 
Conciliation, Mutual Assistance and Non-Aggression. These decisions will indicate the path 
to be followed by the Members of the League of Nations in endeavouring to achieve the final 
consolidation of Europe and in securing pacification and a durable peace. Here we have a 
kind of general policy of the League of Nations which we have endeavoured to outline. That 
policy is based on one or two essential principles: 

I. It is essential that we should undertake not to make war. 
o 2. It is essential to complete this undertaking with another undertaking to settle all 

disputes by pacific means. 
3· This ,arrangement can be still further completed by an undertaking of mutual 

assistance embodied in a treaty which we have called a Treaty of Mutual Assistance and Non
Aggression. 

4· We leave to the States which cannot immediately adopt these principles as a whole 
the option of voluntarily and progressively bringing their policy in accord with these principles 
by following the evolution which. is taking place in the general position and in their special 
situation. 

s. ·We are asking the Council of the League of Nations in practice to follow this path and 
to help States to achieve this object, while respecting the wishes and desires of the various 
Members of the League. 

While, however, we absolutely respect the freedom of everyone concerned, it must not 
be forgotten that the path we have traced is recommended as a possible and the most practical 
means of achieving our object, and that in all cases States should be governed by the spirit 
underlying this policy. This policy is bound up with the future work which will be done for 
the Conference on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, and we believe that it \\ill 
enable that work to be more easily conducted to a successful conclusion. 

We have been asked to abandon theoretical considerations and come to practical solutions. 
I do not yet say that we have succeeded. I do say that we have made a sincere effort and that 
we are by way of succeeding. In every case, the means by which the security in Europe and 
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other parts of the world may be increased, and by which the prog~essiv~ pacification of t~e 
ublic mind and of the nations and of the Governments can be to a certam extent assured, IS 

~ow indicated as a possible and practical means. . · 
I do not forget that there have been other means and. methods by which we have soul?ht 

to achieve our object, such as the examination of the articles of the Cov~na11:t, th~ q~estlon 
of financial assistance to be afforded to States, the question. of commumcatwns m time of 
·crisis. All these measures can help us !o find new foundations and new supports for the 
construction of the peace of the world. . . . · . . 

One result has been achieved. We have left behind us general and theoretical considera-
tions and we have indicated practical methods. . · . 

When all this has been accepted at a second reading, a!ld when the Assembly.m September 
has endorsed our work, the essential task of the League will be concluded. It will then be for 
the Governments to carry further the work which we have done. · . · . . 

If at that moment a more general political movement bec?mes eVIdefi:t m Europe, 1t 
will be possible to appreciate jus~y the great scope of the work ~hich we ]).aye J~st undertake~. 
If this movement leads to practical results and to the conclusiOn of tre!ltles, 1t may be sa1d 
that a new step has been taken towards establishing a more durable peace m Europe. We s?all 
thus have served the cause of peace, and the high and noble ideal of the League of NatiOns 
will thereby have been strengthened. · . 

Before closing this meeting, I would thank all those who have helped ~e m my. t.ask of 
presiding over the Committee, beginning with our Rapporteurs, !'!· .Holst!, M. Politis and 
M. Rutgers. I \YOuld thank the members of the Drafting Committee, the .members of the 
Committee of Three, M. Politis, Sir Cecil Hurst and M. Rolin Jaequemyns, who have dealt 
with the many tasks entrusted to them by the Drafting Committee and wh? have ~one so 
considerable an amount of work. I would thank the members of the Secretanat, particularly · 
M. Sugimura and his colleagues, for the valua1Jle help which they have given me in directing 
the work of your Committee. I would also thank all the t~chnical staff, to whom we have 
been obliged to appeal for a special effort and who have worked night and day. 

I would, however, address my very cordial thanks to all you gentlemen who, by your 
courteous discussions, your cordiality, the sincerity and mutual goodwill which you have 
shown in exchanging your ideas, by the genuine devotion which you have so largely shown 
to the work which we had to accomplish, have rendered possible the results which we have 
achieved. As I have had the honour. to say-and I think l may repeat it-we have all worked 
devotedly for the League of Nations and been faithful to the spirit of the League. I venture 
to express the hope, on behalf of you all, that the third session may happily complete the present 
work and also enable us to make of the partial success gained to-day a complete success 
to-morrow. · 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - Before you finally declare this discussion at an 
end, Mr. Chairman, there is just one short observation which I feel sure my colleagues on the 
~ommi~tee will have sufficient patience to enable me to make. We have listened to your 
mterestmg summary of the work we have done and you concluded with acknowledgments to 
various organs and individuals who have assisted in our work; but I noticed there was one 
very serious omission in these thanks which you expressP.d, and it is in order to make·good 
your omission that I ask leave to say a word. 
. Your modesty, sir, prevented you from bringing before us the invaluable work which 
you yourself have contributed to the labours of this Committee. Now, I am ·well aware there 
are a great many members of the Committee whom I see around me who have a much better 
rig?t and. much better qmilificati?ns than I have to supply this omission. There is only one 
clrum wh1ch I can make, and which I feel certain my colleagues will all concede, and that is 
that I am the tallest man on the Committee. As the tallest man on the Committee I ask leave 
to express our warni thanks to you, M. Benes, for the way you have rresided over ~ur labours. 
If. those la~ours prove to have any ultimate value-as I believe they will-! am sure all of us 
will rec_ogl!ISe tha.t our success is very large~y due ~o the businesslike efficiency which you ha..-e 
shown m the Cha1r and the grasp of the subject wh1ch has enabled you to give us your guidance. 

·To t~e very great regret of all of us, d1,uing the work of the Committee you have not 
alwa~s enJoyed very good health. We hope the conclusion of our work will enable you to take 
a penod of complete rest which will restore you ent~rely to health. and strength, so. that when 
y~u next come here, or. when you next perform your mvaluable duties in your own country, you 
will be able to do so With all your accustomed vigour and efficiency. 

The CHAIRMAN. - I am· deeply touche(! by the words which have fallen from Lord 
Cushendun on behalf of you ~II. and I thank you very cordially. I would ask your indulgence 

. for th~ fact that, as your Charrman, I have la1d some small insistence from time to time on the 
necess~ty for hasterung your work. That, howE!ver, was necessary, and I made those re re
sentatlons from a sense of the importanc~ of our wo;k and the necessity of achieving succfess. 
It has ~een a ~Teat honour for. me to preside over th1s Committee, and I hope that our future 
proceedmgs will be conducted m the same way and in the same spirit. 

The meeting rose at 5·5 p.m. 
The second session was closed. 
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PRAGUE, February 3rd, 1928 .. 

1. Introduction to the Three Memoranda on Arbitration, Security and the 
· Articles of the Covenant 

Submilled by the Chairman· of the Committee in agreement with the Rapporteurs. 

1. In accordance wit!~ the. progra~me drawnRup b~ the Com~~!t~tr~~ ~~s~i~aJ!0~0a~~ 
Security at the end of Its first sessiOn 1 , the appo curs on p IT f th 
studied - nameJy, M . .Holsti for the question of Arbitra~on Ag~~emenftsthM. A~i~II:s ~~ th~ 
question of Security Agreements, and M. Rutgers for t e qucs wn ° e h" h th 
Covenant - first prepared individual memoranda with the aid of the documents w _Ic e 
Secretariat had placed at their disposal. . · 

2. The Rapporteurs then held a meeting at Prague, from J3;nuary 26th to Febr~ary 1st, 
1928, to co-ordinate their work with the assistance of the Chmrman of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. · . · f h · th 

The texts drawn up by the Rapporteurs were re_vised With t~e O~Ject o s apii?g em 
into "an organic whole", as r.equired by the Committee on Arbitrat~on and Secunty. At 
the same time, the Chairman and the Rapporteurs endeavoured to ava1l thems~lves, as far as 
possible, of the suggestions given in the Notes sent in by the ·~overnments of Belgmm, Germany, 
Great Britain, Norway and Sweden 2. The Rapporteurs desire to t~ank t~ese Governments. for 
the valuable ideas which they put forward. They a_Iso gave co~sider~twn .to the sug((eSb?ns 
offered by representatives of other Governments durmg the previOus discussions on arbitration 
and security. 

3. The memoranda in their present form are none the le~s the individ~al work of the Rappo_r
trurs, who assume full responsibility .for them, not as delegates of thei~ Governments, b~t m 
their personal capacity and they emphasise the fact that they only deSire to offer sugge~twns.~ 
Nevertheless, after examining these memoranda at their meeting at Prague, the C~arr~an 
and the Rapporteurs were unanimous in submitting them to the Committee on Arbitrat10.n 
and Security as a comprehensive study, containing suggestions which might form a useful basis 
for discussion at the second session of the Committee. · . 

~ 4. The Chairman and the Rapporteurs desire to add that, in the course of their stud!es, 
they were led to certain conclusions which they think it might be useful to submit as a kmd 
of introduction to the three memoranda. · 

5. In the first place, both the report on the· r. pplication of Article 11, which was approved 
by the Council and by the Assembly of 1927, and the memorandum on the Articles of the 
Covenant which is now submitted to the Committee, bring out the fact that the Covenant creates 
a measure of security which needs to be appreciated at its full value. The Articles of the Covenant 
are capable of being applied in such a way that, in the majority of cases, they can prevent war. 

, The Council has shown during the last few years that it has power to arrest a conflict. The 
responsible representatives of the States Members of the Council are equipped by the terms of 
the Covenant with extensive powers for the preservation of international peace. Their common 
will for peace can be exercised effectively within the framework of the Covenant - all the 
more effectively ber.ause that instrument does not provide any rigid code of procedure for the 
settlement of international crises. · 

It is, indeed, beyond question that, in addition to the means which the Council has already 
had under consideration when dealing with disputes submitted to it, or in the course of the 
~tudies of its own procedure which it has made or promoted, there are other measures within 
Its reach for preserving international peace which circumstances might suggest. The memo
randa now submitted to the Committee on Arbitration and Security, like those which preceded 
them, illustrate the present impossibility, we might almost say the inexpediency, of attempting 
to draw up a complete list of such measures in advance ; nevertheless, in the light of the expe
rience gained even in a comparatively short period, it appears evident that international dis
putes .are becoming more and more engaged in a network of preventive measures, and that 
th.er~ JS a cons~nt evolution towards improvements in the methods employed by the Council 
WJthm the amb1t of the Covenant ; and that, in consequence, a situation has arisen which is 
fundamentally different from that which existed before the League of Nations was instituted, 
so that a resort to war, without the responsibility for such a step being manifest to the whole 
world, becomes more and more difficult to imagine. 

. 6. It may truly be said that, before the existence of the League of Nations the national 
p01!lts of vi~w were.p_ractically the only ones of w~ich public opinion had any cogni;ance in times 
of mtcrnahonal Cf!SJS. ,The .effect ~f t~e ~ouncii's debates being held in public will be, not 
only that the opp.onent s pom.t of VIew IS hkel:y ~o become better known in the other country, 
but ~Iso :-- mor~ 1mp01tan~ st.Jll - that t~e of~JcJal recommendations given by the Council to the 
part1es Will furnJSh the public II? all ~ountr~es With .the means of forming a judgment ; this factor 
could only help to turn govermng circles m the different countries concerned towards a pacific 
settlement. > 

· ' The progromme and the resolution of the Assembly are annexed 
• The texts of the observations presented by these Ove Governme~ts are also annexed. 
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~t. is dlfficult t~ ~eli eve that ~he Government of any of these countries would refuse to give full 
pubhc1ty to the official recommendations of the Council. Indeed, such a refusal would be taken 
not only ~y for.eigners but by the people of the country itself, as very significant evidence of 
the real mtent10ns of the Government. It would be a matter of vital importance to any 
Government to avoid incurring such discredit. · 

7. Moreover, in proportion as the ,authority of the Council increases in the eyes of public 
opinion, the effectiveness of its action is correspondingly increased, and in this connection it 
should be observed that, by attending its sessions at Geneva in person during the last few 
years, the Foreign Ministers of several countries have greatly enhanced the authority of the 
Council and the efficacy of its action. 

8. It is true that paragraph 7 of Article 15 of the Covenant allows for the possibility of 
the Council failing to reach a report which is unanimously agreed to by the Members, other than 
the representatives of the parties to the dispute. But it seems probable, in view of the terms 
of the Covenant, that, before acknowledging their failure to agree, the Council would seek to 
avail itself of the safeguards which the Covenant places so abundantly at its disposal. It 
is not impossible, for instance, that the Council would have already suggested the submission 
of the dispute to arbitration, or that it would have asked the parties to the dispute to accept 
such jlleasures as in its view were best fitted to prevent a resort to violence. Before abandon
ing the attempt to produce a unanimous report, thus creating a de facto situation which 
would authorise the Members of the League, by the terms of the paragraph of the Covenant 
referred to, to " take such action as they shall consider necessary for the maintenance of right 
and justice", the Council would have made so many efforts to obtain a settlement that the 
Members of the League would be in large measure enlightened as to the real incidence of the 
responsibility in case of a failure of its efforts. 

9. Accordingly, although paragraph 7 of Article 15 contains a gap from a legal point 
of view, nevertheless, from a political standpoint, there is a latent influence for peace in this 
freedom of action which it thus threatens to restore to the Members of the League in circum

. stances on which the public opinion of the whole world would be in a position to pass judgment. 
The Council would certainly be able to take advantage of the situation thus created to make 
further efforts on behalf of peace. 

10. If, in addition, one considers the engagements undertaken by the States in virtue of 
Article 16 and which form the subject of one of the studies presented to the Committee, one is 
forced to the conclusion that the Covenant provides the Members of the League of Nations 
with a measure of security which it is their duty to develop still further by co-operating resolutely 
and loyally for the establishment of international peace. · 

11. This duty has, indeed; been observed during the last few years by a great number. 
of States which have concluded special or collective treaties of arbitration and security. This 
method of special or collective treaties appears at the present moment to be the only practical 
means which can be recommended to States in search of more effective guarantees of security. 
· 12. Those nations which consider that the general measure of security afforded by the 
Covenant is inadequate for their needs, and which, more particularly in view of their geographical 
situation, feel themselves more liable than others to be drawn into a war in case of a failure of 
all the machinery designed to prevent armed conflicts, must at the present moment regard the 
conclusion of security pacts with other States in the same geographical area as the only practical 
or possible form of supplementary guarantee. Even if the other Members of the League of 
Nations cannot give their effective guarantee to such treaties they can at least accord 
them their moral support and do everything in their power to facilitate their conclusion, provided 
always that such treaties are conceived in the spirit of the Covenant of the League and are 
co-ordinated within its provisions. 
• 13. In the memoranda which now follow, the Rapporteurs have endeavoured to avail 
themselves of the lessons of experience, at the same time taking into account the possibilities 
of the present moment They realise that the Committee expects from them neither precise 
opinions nor a complete set of solutions, but solely indications and suggestions which may 
serve to direct and help its future work. They have been careful to avoid the use of general 
and too rigid formulre. They have sought material for a solution of these problems exclusively 
within the framework of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with its 
spirit, without proposing any alteration of the text; finally, they recognise that, in order to 
attain the object in view, the work which is contemplated will need to be undertaken with 
an earnest desire to increase confidence between peoples and to render the organs of the League 
of Nations better able to discharge their duties and obligations. 

14. The Rapporteurs have thought it desirable to recapitulate the results of their studies 
in the form of certain suggestions which will be found at the end of each memorandum under 
the title " Conclusions ". 

15. In submitting all these practical measures which they feel may help to increase the 
guarantees of security arising from the Covenant, the Rapporteurs believe that they have carried 
out the work with which they were entrusted. . · 

In submitting their memoranda, they therefore consider that their duties are ended. 
16. The Rapporteurs desire to take this opportunity o[thanking the Committee on Arbitra

tion and Security for the trust which it has reposed in them, and the Secretariat for the valuable 
assistance which it has furnished them in discharging their mission. 
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2. Memorandum on Arbitration and Conciliation 

Submitted by M. HoLSTI, Rapporteur. 

I. PRESENT POSITION WITH REGARD TO ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION. 

, 17. This enquiry, undertaken in conformity with the decision reached b:ytheCommittee 
on Arbitration and Security on December 2nd, 1927, concerns the me~sures whi~h would m~ke 
it possible for the League of Nations to promote, generalise a~d C?-or?,mate speCial ?r collective 
agreements on arbitration or conciliation. The term :· arbitrat~on , of .cour~e, mcludes the 
decision of disputes by the Permanent Court of International Justice, described I~ the Covenant 
as " judicial settlement". 

18. The Assembly resolution of September 26th, 1927, in ~irtue of which the above qmist~on 
is being considered by the Committee on Ar~itration and ~ecunty. recomm.ended .the progressive 
extension of arbitration by means of speCial or collective agre~ments, mcludmg agreeme~ts 
between States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations, as a means of extendmg 
to all countries the mutual confidence essential to the complete success of the Conference on 
the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments, and this resolution defines the special ta~k of 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which is to consider the measures capable of giving 
all States the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them to fix the leyel 
of their armaments at the lowest possible figures, in an int~rnational agreement f?r the reduction 
and limitation of armaments. The purpose of the enqmry to be undertaken lS therefore not 
scientific or theoretical, but practical ; its aim is to initiate measures .which will constitu!e a 
positive contribution towards the creation of a feeling of greater security between the various . 
States and towards facilitating thereby t!'e ultimate solution of the disarmament problem. 

19. Arbitration has, from the outset, formed an essential element in the system established 
by the Covenant, which lays down the principle that Members of the League are to refer to 
arbitration or judicial settlement those disputes which they recognise to be suitable for such 

. treatment. . The system also defines certain categories of disputes as among those whicli are 
generally suitable for such treahne11t ; it emphasises the obligation of States parties to an 
arbitration procedure to carry out in full good faith any award or decision that111ay be rendered, 
and empowers the Council to propose what steps should be taken to give effect to such an award 
or decision in the event of failure to carry it out. Furthermore, by providing for the creation 
of the Pennanent Court of International Justice, Article 14 of the Covenant enabled immense 
progress to be made in arbitral procedure, as it led to the setting-up of a permanent judicial 
tribunal which offers the highest guarantees of competence and acceptability to the various 
States. · · 

20. The procedure of conciliation is not mentioned in the Covenant, but it has been fully 
recognised as being not merely consistent with the Covenant, but as a desirable reinforcement 
of the methods of pacific settlement of disputes expressly provided for in the Covenant. In 
1922, the Assembly recommended to the Members of the League the conclusion of conciliation 
treaties, and drew up a model set of articles which might be taken as a basis for the conclusion 
of such treaties. . · 

; 21.. In accordance with the Assembly resolution of September 25th, 1926, dealing with 
arbitration, security and the pacific settlement of international disputes, the Council was 
invited to offer its assistance, if necessary, for the conclusion of agreements of this kind. Up• 
to the present, the Council has not had occasion to help nor has any State applied to it for 
assistance. It would be desirable to consider whether this procedure could not be made more 
effective and its application facilitated. 

22. Simultaneously with the measures which have been taken within the framework of 
the League, there has, since the world war, been a very remarkable increase in the number 
of treaties for the pacific settlement of disputes which have been concluded between pairs 
or small groups of States, and the development has been equally remarkable as regards both 
the methods of procedure and the number of the questions considered suitable for treatment 
by arbitration or conciliation. · 

23. The total number of agreements of this kind (arbitration treaties, conciliation treaties 
and arb~tra~ion and conciliati~n treaties) which has been registered with the Secretariat of th~ 
League IS eighty-five 1 ; th~se mclude ~nly a small number of renewals of pre-existing treaties. 
The number of States which are parties to the optional clause of the Protocol of Signature 
of t~e Statute of ~he Permanent Court of In~ernational Justice is at present fourteen. To 
?b.tain an accurate Idea of the ~evelopment which methods of pacific settlement have attained, 
It 1~, however, necessary to remember th!lt there. are in existence a number of arbitration treaties 
datmg from before the world war, ·which, owmg to their date, are not registered with the 
Secretariat. Moreover, several treaties have been signed ~ut have not yet been ratified. 

"
1 Thll figure Indicates the number ol treaties registered on February 1st, 1928. For details seo th 2 d diU 

ol Systematic Survey ol Arbitration and Security Treaties" (Document c. 653. M. 216. 1927. V). 8 n ° on 
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24. It should, of course,-be pointed out that statistics concerning the number of arbitration 
treaties in existence are not an accurate measure of the extent to which possible international 
difficulties containing elements of danger have been brought within the scope of pacific settle
ment, because the'value of an arbitration treaty, from the point of view of general security, 
necessarily depends upon the importance of the States bound by it and the extent to which the 
relations between them are liable to endanger the peace of the world. 

25. Again, it is perhaps also of interest to note that the absence of special arrangements 
for the pacific settlement of disputes between particular States is not of importance from 
the point of view of security if those States are so situated that a dispute between them is 
hardly capable of producing grave consequences. The smaller States are perhaps always so 
situated with regard to distant countries. It follows that the degree of security obtained by 
the development of arbitration and conciliation agreements is not measurable by mere com
parison of the number of existing treaties with the number of treaties which would be necessary 
to cover the relations between all the States of the world. 

26. The main development in the provisions of treaties for the pacific settlement of disputes 
is a greater readiness to accept arbitration or conciliation - if not for all possible disputes 
at least for all those of a juridical nature - and the tendency to abandon traditional reser
vations or to restrict their scope. At the same time, methods of procedure have been improved ; 
the procedure of conciliation in particular is, in its present development, largely a post-war 
creation. 

II. CONCERNING THE DEVELOPMENT OF ARBITRATION. 

27. There can be little doubt that the progress of arbitration and conciliation has been 
in no small measure due, no~ merely to the influence of the Covenant and the positive measures 
which the organs of the League have been able to take, but also to the active discussion of 
these subjects which has been pursued within the organs of the League, particularly in the 
Assembly, even where no positive proposals have bee)l adopted. Probably the mere conti
nuance of such discussions will still exert an influence in the same direction, especially in so 
far as it makes the experience of particular States more readily available to other States and 
results in the formation of a general consensus of opinion concerning the desirability of parti
cular methods of procedure. As regards more positive steps which could be taken through 
the organs of the League, there are three possible suggestions : 

(a) A recommendation directing the attention of Governments- to one or more 
types of treaty suitable for adoption between two States or limited groups of States ;· 

(b) The possible extension of these treaties to other States with the consent of the 
Contracting Parties ; 

(c) The third suggestion is a more ambitious programme, including the negotiation 
of a general treaty which would be open to signature by. all Members of the League or 
generally by all States. 

28. This third suggestion is, in fact, a direct attempt to attain the- object indicated in 
the Assembly resolution ; it would be a striking expression of the League's desire to see methods 
of .peaceful settlement adopted throughout the world. In seeking this solution it will be 
prudent to take into account the main difficulties which are, under present conditions, felt 
to stand in the way of a system which aims at the final settlement of all disputes by some 
ure-established form of procedure. 

29. The first difficulty appears to lie in the generally recognised impossibility -of treating 
all disputes as if they stood on the same legal basis. A distinction must be made between 
the disputes of a juridical nature defined in the Treaties of Locarno as those " with regard 
to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights ", and disputes of a non
juridical nature, which may be roughly defined as those due to a divergence of view 
between the political interests and aspiration!) of the parties. 

30. Recognition of this distinction leads io the conclusion that proposals for the obliga
tory settlement of all disputes whatsoever by arbitration do in fact involve two different 
kinds of arbitral settlement. 

31. In the case of juridical disputes, the task of the arbitrator or-of the Permanent Court 
is to ascertain and apply the appropriate rule of law. In the case of non-juridical disputes, 
the arbitrator's task goes beyond such a purely judicial functio.ll and becomes political,- and 
even possibly legislative in character. The arbitrators must be authorised to decide ex-a?quo 
et bono ; and possibly they may have to be invested with quite special powers not covered 
even by this formula. 

32. Although, therefore, there are a certain number of instances of treaties providing 
simply for compulsory arbitration in all disputes and empowering the arbitrators or the Per
manent Court to decide ex-requo et bono in the absence of an applicable legal rule, it is thought 
to be unlikely that a general treaty of this kind would under present conditions secure the 
approval of a large number of Powers. 
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· f II di t by some 
33. A second difficulty in the way o! the compulsory set~lerz:~et ~a:ce ol~~b~~ration as 

form of previously presc~bed procedure Is held to Je thr ~t~al eo~fidence. Assuming that 
between any two States IS to a large extent a ques on ° ~ to ensure the general 
States in general are not at present prepared ~o pledge their resources ds on the ood faith 
enforcemen~. of arbitr~tion awards, the execubonfi odf ~~~ffi awur~~ d~~:pn t general !bligations 
of the parties. 'Certam Governments therefore Ill .I ICU a A St hi h t k 

·involving the settlement by arbitration of disputes With all other States. ate w c a es 
this view hesitates to become a party to an arbitration treaty open ~o th~ wodir~d atlarg\~ec~~se 
it thereby runs the risk of finding itself bound to s~ttle by arb~trabon spu es 'Yl o . er 
States with which it does not in fact consider that disputes can m all cases be sabsfactonly 
arbitrated. 

34. Finally, certain Governments. have ~eld that, ~ven with!n the categor:y of ju~dical 
dis.putes, there may arise differences w~c~, oWing to the Imperfec~o~s or un~ertamty of mter
nationallaw, or the existence of conflictmg schools. of thought m mternatwnal law, o; .the 
serious nature of the dispute itself, cannot be effectively settled by a. purely legal d~ciSIOI_l. 
It is argued that States act prudently in not accepting obligations W~Ich II_lay res.ult m the~r 
being legally bound to do so~~thing that ~ay pro':e to be m!-ltenal.ly IJ?POSSibl~. This 
consideration explains the traditional reservations which appear m arbitration treaties. 

35. It may therefore be held that under present conditions any general treaty for the 
compulsory settlement of disputes by arbitration which might be negotiated through the League 
would in order to attain the degree of flexibility. which the Assembly held 'to be a necessary 
conditlon for universal acceptance, require either to be restricted to disputes of a juridical 
nature or to contain provisions concerning the rules to be applied by arbitrators when dealing 
with particular non-juridical disputes. · 

36. It may be considered that the latter necessity exists even if, as has been suggested, 
the provisions for the arbitration of non-juridical disputes were to take the form of an optional 
clanse which need not be accepted when accepting the treaty as a whole. It may further be 
argued that, as with the optional clause of the Protocol of Signature of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court, there should, even as regards juridical disputes, be a possibility of accepting 
arbitration for certain categories of disputes only, or of making reservations excluding certain 
categories of disputes. There would remain the difficulty: mentioned above, namely, that the 
universality of the treaty constitutes an objection from the point of view of States which 
consider that it is not possible to arbitrate with all other members of the international com-

. munity. This objection could be met by pennitting reservations under which a contracting 
party would state that the convention did not apply to its relations with some other 
country or countries. It might perhaps be well to consider at the same time the system of 
entering into direct undertakings with a greater or lesser number of States. An idea worth 
mentioning is that of supplementing the tables in the list of treaties published by the 
Secretariat, by placing opposite the treaties of conciliation and arbitration and the names of"' 
the parties a description of the_ disputes which are in general subject therein to arbitration. 

37. In addition to the above reasons for doubting whether a general arbitration treaty 
would in fact·secure general acceptance, there is an increasing tendency to conclude treaties of 
arbitration as between pairs of States or linlited groups of States. The diversity of the provisions 
oi these treaties, both as regards their scope and the procedure and choice of the tribunal, 
undoubtedly corresponds to the diversity of the circumstances which govern the relations of 
these groups inter se. At the present tinle, it would seem to be difficult to reduce this varying 
practice to one common type, · 

0 

III. CoNcEJtNING THE FoRMS OF AnmT~ATION • 

. 38 .. In spite of the difficulties which at present stand in the way· of a general treaty of 
arb1~rabon and conciliation, the system should not be rejected outright. In practice, it is 
poss~le to conceive of various types of treaties which might take the form of either general 
treaties or special treaties. · 

39. Should the Committee on Arbitration and Security consider it desirable to prepare a 
mode~ general ~reaty of arbitration, it would perhaps be well to follow the system of the Locarno 
Tr~ties, that IS to say, to provide for obligatory arbitration only in the case of juridical disputes, 
leavmg other disputes to be settled by a procedure of conciliation. The Swedish draft, which is 
founded on this principle, might be adopted as a basis for discussion. It will perhaps be thought 
n~~ry to allow a certain latitude in the matter of reservations, withdrawing certain categories 
of JUnd!cal disputes from the effects of the arbitration provisions. Were this not done the treaty 
would m f~ct possess less elasticity than the optional clause of the Permanent Court which is 
alr~dy a.n I!IS~rum~nt for the ~ccep!ance of that Court's il!risdiction in all or some or' the cate
go;Ie;'> of JUndJCal d1sput~s speCified m th.e Covenant. It m1ght be desirable to insert a provision 
mak1~g the treaty applicable only to disputes the elements of which arise after the State in 
gue,stwn has ~ecome a part.Y to it, or to permit reservations on this point. Finally, it a ears to 
I:Je almost ~n~versally.admitted ~hat an~ general treaty should be considered as suppl~~enting 
already eXIShng treaties or speeml treaties concluded between two or more of the parties to it, 
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and should not apply to disputes covered by such treaties. It would be necessary to consider 
whether, and if so how, these treaties, concluded by a certain number of States, could be opened 
for accession by other States. 

40. It would be useful if the Committee on Arbitration and Security were to prepare one 
or more models of special arbitration treaties. The materials for drawing up such standard 
treaties exist in abundance in treaty law. 

41. The Assembly, at its last ordinary session, recognised the desirability of examining how 
it would be possible to encourage acceptance of the optional clause of the Protocol of Signature of 
the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. The discussions on this point did 
not, however, lead to any practical proposal. It is difficult to see what can be done by the organs of 
the League in this matter, beyond recognising, as they already do recognise, that the development. 
of the Court's jurisdiction under the optional clause, as between States which feel able to accept 
this clause, constitutes an in1portant application of the principle of arbitration. The optional 
clause is not, however, the only instrument under which compulsory jurisdiction can be conferred 
on the Permanent Court. The Court can obtain such jurisdiction both under arbitration clauses 

· in general treaties of every kind and under special arbitration treaties. A suggestion on these lines 
is made in the British memorandum. It is also held that a recommendation might be made, to 
the effect that general treaties of all kinds should, wherever possible, contain an article giving 
the Permanent Court jurisdiction over disputes as to their interpretation of application, and that 
special treaties of arbitration should refer juridical disputes to the Permanent Court rather than 
to other forms of arbitral tribunal. A suggestion to this effect is also contained in the British 
Government's memorandum. Not merely is the Pcnnanent Court specially qualified to deal 
with juridical disputes, but every extension of its jurisdiction strengthens its position, and, at 
the same time, helps to promote uniformity in international law, as it is gradually formulated 
by successive decisions. In the matter of non-juridiCaf disputes, efforts might be made to deter
mine, in the light of practical experience, how a tribunal acceptable to the parties could be 
set up. 

. 
42. The treatment of the question of conciliation depends to some extent on whether an 

endeavour is to be made to draft a general arbitration treaty. If so, there can be little doubt that 
provisions concerning the conciliation of disputes should be inserted therein, as in the Locarno 
precedents and in the Swedish draft. It may also be said that if an attempt is made to prepare 
one or more standard arbitration treaties, these drafts, or one of them, should contain provisions 
for conciliation. . 

IV. CONCERNING CONCILIATION. 

43. Even if the Committee should not consider it necessary to recommend a general arbi
tration treaty, a general conciliation treaty might still be considered. The difficulties arising 
from the universality of the treaty are similar, but they are probably less serious than in the 
case of arbitration. On the other hand, the universal acceptance of conciliation obligations 
would mean that disputes which were neither settled by diplomacy nor referred to arbitration 
would, before they came to be dealt with by the Council or the Assembly under the Covenant, 
have been the subject of full examination with the assistance of neutral conciliators. The 
following ideas might be taken as the basis of a system of conciliation : 

• 

1. Conciliation would be provided for all disputes, except those for which another 
procedure of pacific settlement is provided in other treaties ; 

2. The Conciliation Commission should be permanent. It should consist of five 
members, three of whom would be neutrals jointly designated by the parties; 

3. The Conciliation Commission would be notified of a dispute by a requestfrom either 
party. It would be bound to· finish its work within six months. It would draw up a 
report, concerning which the parties would have to give an opinion- within ll. definite 
period; 

. 4. While the proceedings are in progress the parties should undertake to refrain from 
any action which might aggravate the dispute and the Commission of Conciliation might 
indicate to the parties the provisional measures which it would be desirable to adopt ; 

. 5. The procedure of conciliation should not affect the rights .and obligations of the 
Members of the League to lay certain questions before the Council under the terms of 
the Covenant. In this case it would be for the Council to decide whether it preferred to 
await the termination of the conciliation proceedings or to examine the case forthwith. 

Lastly, it might also be useful, in accordance with the suggestion put forward in the German 
Government's memorandum, to consider how the force and authority of the recommendations 
and proposals resulting from the procedure of conciliation could perhaps be strengthened. 
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v. CoNCERNING THE Co-oRDINATION oF TREATIES OF CoNCILIAT_ION ~ITH ARTICLE 15 
OF THE CovENANT. 

44. At this point attention should be directed to the question of co-~r~i~ating the appl!
cation of Article 15 of the Covenant with that of a general ~reaty of ~on.cil~at~on. Unless th1s 

uestion is foreseen in the treaty, there might arise some nvalry_ o~ JUriSdJctro~. b~tween ~he 
touncil, acting under Article 15 of the Covenant, and ~he Co~miSSIOn of ConCiliatiOn, act~ng 
under the treaty. Under the terms of Article 15, any dispute likely to l~ad to rupture wh1~~ 
is not submitted to arbitration or judicial settlement must be sub~~tt~d to the _Council • 
the article does not exclude the disputes covered bY: a treaty of concil~at10n or wh1c~ form 
the subject of conciliation proceedings in progress. This does not necessarily mean that I~ such 
circumstances the Council would adhere to Article 15 and would not.hold t~!lt _the parties. are 
bound to comply with the terms of their co~ciliation t_re~ty. F~rther, If_conciiiatron proceed1~gs 
were in proaress the Council might agree with the prmCiple lmd down m the reply_ to Quest~on 
2 given in the r~port of the Special Committee of Jurists ~ppoin~ed by t~e Council resolution 
of September 28th, 1923. It may perhaps be useful to g~ve th1s reply m full: 

" Where, contrary to the terms of Article 15,_ paragraph 1, a dispute is submitted to 
the Council on the application of one of the parties, where sue~ a dispute already forms 
the subject of arbitration or of judicial proceedings, the Council must refuse to consider 
the application. · · . . 

" If the matter in dispute, by an agreement between the> parties, has alr~ady b~en Sl;lb
mitted to other jurisdiction, before which it is being regularly proceeded With, or ]S bemg 
dealt with in the same manner in another channel, it is in conformity with the general 
principles of law that it should be possible for a reference back to such jurisdiction to be 
asked for and ordered. " · 

45. Most of the conciliation agreements registered by the Secretariat (43 treaties out of 52) 
do not mention the application of Article 15. If special provisions on this subject are to be 
inserted in the draft treaty, two solutions are possible ; the request to the Council under 
Article 15 must be deferred until the conciliation proceedings provided for in the treaty 
have been terminated. A precedent for this will be found in the Treaty between Chile and 
Spain, dated March 26th, 1920 (registered as No. 111). Under this treaty the parties cannot 
at present have recourse to Article 15, although the Council could probably, under Article 11 
of the Covenant, consider the situation existing between these two States. Whether this would 

-be desirable in all cases, and whether it would be quite in keeping with the system set up by 
the Covenant, is a problem which would require very careful consideration. It is 'to be noted 
further that seven other treaties, including the Locarno group, stipulate that disputes shall 
be laid before the Council at the request of one of the parties, if the parties do not reach an 
agreement within one month after the termination of the work of the Conciliation Commis
sion ; they do not contain any clause expressly forbidding the submission of requests to the 
Council before that date. · 

46. The other solution would be to include provisions expressly recognising the fact that 
the Council and the Conciliation Commission had parallel jurisdiction, but making an effort 
to co-ordinate these two jurisdictions. This principle might be followed, the Council being 
left ~ntirely free to decide whether, in any particular case, it should itself immediately take . 
cogmsance of the dispute to the exclusion of all other conciliation procedure. 

· . 47. Doubtless under such an arrangement it would be permissible for each party to the 
diSpu~ to insist that the Council should immediately take cognisance of the matter, thus 
excluding, re~rding or suspending the conciliation procedure,jf that party held that the seriou~
ness of the Situation or special circumstances justified its action. But this stipulation could 
not serve as. a pretext to enable one of the parties to resist conciliation procedure arbitrarily 
an~ to the b1tt;er en~, nor could it be interpreted as allowing the arbitral powers of the Council 
to mterfere With this procedure. The Council would have to determine whether it would 
~ct on a request for the immediate consideration of the dispute - action which might, for 
~~stance; be justifiable when the procedure before the Conciliation Conunission was not only 
h~~l~ to be a?ortive but the source of dangerous delay, or when it might decrease the possi
bibhes of satiSfactory settlement. We are considering the question from the point of view 
of an agreement destined to become universal and to apply to all disputes without distinction ; 
an agieement, therefore, under which conciliation will, prima facie, he compulsory in all disputes 
likelY: to _be ~f immediate danger to world peace. It would not be wise to draft an agreement 
of thiS kmd m such a way as to exclude in all cases the possibility of submitting a question 
to th.e Counc~l under- Article 15 before the conciliation procedure has been terminated. In 
certam cases 1t may be desirable ior the Council to consider a question under Article 15, before 
any ~equest for an enquiry has been addressed to another organ, when the enquiry itself appears 
destmed to be long and its success is by no means certain. 

VI. 

48. Finally,it sho.uld be noted that the subject which has just been examined forms only 
part ?~ the larger que~t10n. of the dev~l!lp~ent of. security by measures tending to prevent war. 
ProviSions for the arb1trabon or concihat10n ~f d1sputes are, therefore, a natural and necessary 
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part of any form of security agreement, whether the agreement be made between a small or a 
large number of States. Great as their value- in themselves may be, arbitration and conci

_liation attain their highest importance from the point of view of security when, as in the case 
of the Locarno Treaties, they form the central element of a security pact. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS. 

· . 49 .. With a view to developing pacific procedures for the settlement of disputes, it is 
suggested : · 

(1) That means be sought to facilitate and make more effective the procedure already 
contemplated in an Assembly resolution whereby the Council should lend its good offices 
with a view to the conclusion of arbitration and conciliation conventions. (§ No. 21.) 

(2) That the Governments be recommended to study one or more !ypes of arbi
tration and conciliation treaties which might be adapterl to the situations of the rlifferent 
States. (§ No. 27.) 

(3) That means be sought to obtain, with the consent of the original parties, the 
accession of new States to treaties already concluded. (§ No. 27.) 

' (4) That the possibility of general arbitration treaties be studied. (§ No. 27.) 
(5) That consideration be. given to the distinction between juridical and non

juridical disputes, with a view to the framing of special rules in regard to procedure and 
decisions, so as to facilitate the acceptance of arbitration for non-juridical disputes. 
(§§ Nos. 31 and 35.) 

(6) That, should the idea of a general arbitration treaty be accepted,· means be 
studied which would enable States to enter into undertakings at their discretion with a 
greater or lesser number of other States. (§ No. 36.) · 

At the same time efforts would be made, by the judicious permission of reservations 
in regard to disputes, to make the Convention sufficiently elastic to admit of its being 
adapted to the special conditions of the different States. (§ No. 39.) 

(7). That special attention be paid to conciliation, and that the framing of a general 
conciliation treaty be contemplated, even if the idea of a general arbitration treaty should 
not be accepted. (§ No. 43.) 

(8) That measures be taken to co-ordinate the conciliation procedure laid down 
in the separate. treaties and the procedure for mediation by the Council in virtue of the 
various articles of the Covenant, so that, if action by the Council became necessary, this 
shQuld ensue without obstacle, and that at the same time it should be impossible for the 
conciliation procedure to be arbitrarily evaded. (§ No. 44.) 

50. Sub-Annex. 

DIFFERENT TYPES OF TREATIES. 

I. _Arbitration and Conciliation. 

All disputes are to be submitted to arbitration. 

l 
A. Juridical disputes ; to the Permanent I To the Permanent Court 

Court of International Justice, or of International Justice 
1 .• Arbitrat~on B. Other disputes ; to a Tribunal of the in all cases, or to a 

- Hague type, Tribunal of the Hague 
type in all cases. 

( 

A. Juridical disputes ; conciliation optio!lal I 
. . . (or compulsory) · c '1' t' c · · 2. Conciliation B Oth d' t . .1. t' - onc1 1a 1on ommlSslOn. . er lSpU es j preVIOUS COllCI Ia lOll, 

· compulsory. _ · 
Reservations. 

1. Arbitration ( A. 

2. Conciliation {B. 

II. Arbitration and Conciliation. 

Certain disputes are to be arbitrated. 

Juridical disputes or . of International Justice I 
To the Permanent Court 

only certain juridical disputes. or to a Tribunal of the 

Other disputes. } 
Conciliation 
Commission 

Hague type. 

} 

Council of the } Possible reference 
League to Arbitration . 

of Nations Committee 1 

Reservations. 

' The parties may decide that, should the Council fall to arrive at unanimity, It shall refer the question to 
an Arbitration Committee. The result Is that, when agreement between the parties Is not attained, a solution 
blndlns upon them Is nevertheless ultimately reached. 

• 
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III. Conciliation. 

. { Conciliation { Council of the 
All diSputes Commission League 

Reservations. 
1. Vital interests. 
2. Territorial status. 
3. Questions governed by internal legislation. 
'l. Prior events. 

51. The above table, which is based upon an examinatiol!- o! the practi?e actual.lyfollowe~, 
is designed to give a comprehensive survey of the charactenstics of treaties rel~ti!!-g to arbi
tration and cGnciliation. The treaties in question may be reduced to three prmetpal types,_ 
each admitting of variants. _ . . 

Of these pacific procedures, only two essential elements have been retamed : diSputes and 
the organ of jurisdiction. 

Convention Type No. I is represented by thirty treaties registere~ with the Secretariat. 
All disputes are to be arbitrated. AI; a rule, two tribunals are mentioned : the Permanent 
Court of International Justice for juridical disputes, and a tribun~l of the Hagu~ type (that 
is, an ad hoc tribunal composed of member-s appointed by t~e parttes). for other ~hsputes. 

Some treaties adopt the Permanent Court of Internahonal Justtce or a tnbunal of the 
Hague type for all cases. . . · . . . . 

Conciliation is generally compulsory for non-juridical disputes and opttonal JUrtdtcal 
disputes. Certain treaties make it compulsory in all cases. If it is abolished in all cases, there 
is simply an arbitration convention. 

Convention Type No. II is represented by the Locarno arbitration and conciliation treaties. 
Juridical disputes are arbitrated, while others are submitted to conciliation. 

If conciliation is abolished, there is simply an arbitration system confined to juridical 
disputes. This is the system laid down in Article 3G of the Statute of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. · 

There is the possibility of arbitration being confined to certain juridical disputes, the 
latter, instead of coming under one comprehensive head, being specified in detail : States 
would accept arbitration for this or that category of juridical disputes. This system was 
discussed at the Second Hague Conference in 1907. 

Convention Type No. III refers only to conciliation. It is represented by a number 
of treaties, concluded chiefly by Switzerland and the Scandinavian States. 

Resemations. ·Reservations may apply to obfigations under any one o.f the three types of 
Convention. · . 

In the treaties registered with the Secretariat, nine kinds of reservations are found. Apart, 
however, from reservations which appear to have fallen into disuse (such as " honour ", 
" interest of third States") and very special reservations (such as questions relating to the 
war of 1914, constitutional questions), the number of reservations may be reduced to the 
four fairly wide heads mentioned at the end of the table. 

3. Memorandum on Security Questions 

Submitled by M. Pot.ITIS, Rapporteur. 

52. In this initial stage of the Committee's work the task of its Rapporteur niust neces-
sarily be strictly limited. · 

First, we have to take a general view of the question, to examine the various treaties and 
agreements concluded by the States Members of the League, both between themselves and with 
non-member State~, on the subj~c.t of securi.ty, for the purpose of d~a~nosing the situation as 
accurately as. posst~le and _obtammg some tdea .o! the present pos1t10n as regards security. 
Secon~ly, haVlng ga~ned our 1dea of the present pos1tion, we have to devise " practical measures " 
by whtch constructive work can be done at the present juncture on the lines indicated in the 
last Msembly's resolution. 

I. PRESENT PosiTION IN REGARD TO SECURITY. 

53. According to the view now taken by most countries security consists in two main 
guarantees : (1) that they will not be attacked by any other State · (2) that if nevertheless 
they w_ere so attacked, they would receive prompt and effective aid ~nd assista~ce from other' 
countnes. 
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. This is the conception embodied in the Covenant of the League. The two guarantees 
mentioned are to be found, more particularly, the one in Article 10 and the other in Article 16 
of the Covenant. , 

54. The degree of security thus provided, however, is not generally regarded as adequate, 
because the guarantees on which it rests are left indefinite in theh· principle and uncertain in 
their application. Moreover, to diminish still further the degree of security provided under 
the Covenant, there is the unanimity rule, which controls the Council in setting the guarantees 
in motion ; lor if unanimity is not secured, force may still lawfully be resorted to. 

Thus security under the Covenant is subject to too many elements of uncertainty for States 
which feel themselves threatened to be able to decide, in the present situation, to diminish 
to any considerable extent the guarantees which they find in their armaments. 

55. As a remedy for this, a supplementary general agreement has been suggested to fill 
up the gaps in the Covenant and enhance the efHcacy of its provL~ions. Two attempts have 
been made to establish such an agreement. They were, however, unsuccessful, because it was 
felt that the scope and the uniformity of the guarantees were not suited to the present variety 
of conditions and the fluctuating nature of international relations. 

56. At the same time, the investigations and discussions that took place on these occasions 
throw a fuller light on the complexity of the problem, and enable everybody to realise the nature 
of the bonds by which security is linked to disarmament on the one hand, and on the other 
to arbitration in its widest sense of procedures for pacific settlement. It is now regarded as 
a twofold axiom that: (1) there can be no disarmament without security, and (2) there can be 
no security without ru·bitration. 

It is more and more clearly recognised that the relation between disarmament and security 
is not one of subordination, but of co-ordination ; neither is less important than the other, 
and their progress must be equal and simultaneous. 

The same applies to security and arbitration. Arbitration is an essential factor in security, 
and is parallel to it in the same way as security is parallel to disarmament. Thus every advance 
in arbitration is an increase in security, and in the possibility of limiting and reducing armaments, 

57. Failing a general agreement, which was for ·the time being impossible, an endeavour 
was made to find additional guarantees of security in separate agreements, so linked together 
as to form a coherent whole consonant with the spirit of the Covenant of the League and operating 
in harmony with the organisation which the Covenant sets in motion. 

58. In this direction rapid progress has been made. 
There are now in force 85 1 treaties of conciliation or arbitration, or conciliation and arbitra

tion combined, which are registered with the League, and most of which embody the ideas 
advocated by the League. Among these there is one collective treaty binding four States. 
These treaties engage 38 countries, 24 of which are in Europe. Moreover, 14 States (12 in Europe) 
are bound by the optional clause concerning the compulsory jurisdiction of the Permanent 
Court of International .Justice. 

There are 12 separate treaties of non-aggression, three agreements embodying unilateral 
guarantees, and three agreements regarding unilateral respect for the political independence and 
territorial integrity of certain countries ; most of these treaties are collective. 

There are 15 treaties of political co-operation not amounting to alliances or guarantees; there 
are three agreements establishing neutral zones; and there are 15 separate treaties of guarantee 
in the form of alliances, military agreements, or pacts of friendship and co-operation, and 
one collective treaty of non-aggression and guarantee among five States. · 

The great store of information collected by the Secretariat, with a diligence and zeal for 
which we are greatly indebted, gives some idea of the nature, the scope, and the practical value 
<1f the engagements entered into hy the various countries concerned in this immense network of 
treaties. 

It would be interesting to see these engagements represented; particularly on a map of 
Europe, by lines of various shapes and thicknesses joining the capitals of the contracting States. 
Such a map would present, in regard to arbitration and security treaties, a picture similar to 
that which Europe offered at the beginning of the development of railway and telegraph systems. 
It should here be observed that the increase of security in Europe carries with it a like increase 
in other parts of the world. 

59. Most of these agreements, being due to the impulse given by the League in the matter 
of arbitration and security, follow certain common lines. Some of them, however, make no 
suggestion as to the co-ordination of their systems of mutual assistance with the procedure 
under the Covenant, and more particularly with the action of the Council in an emergency. 
This is not true of the Locarno Agreements and those which follow the same lines. · 

60. The treaties now in force form a system which is too involved, too complex, and in 
some respects too uneven, for the supplementary guarantees of security which they add to 
those provided by the Covenant to be measured with tolerable accuracy. 

In order of in1portance, they fall into eight main classes : 

(1) Regional collective agreements for non-aggression, pacific settlement and mutual 
assistance ; 

'This figure Indicates the number (!f treaties registered on February 1st, 1928. For details, see tile 2nd edition 
of "Systematic Survey of Arbitration and Security Treaties" (document C.653.M.216.1927.V). 
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(2) Separate agreements of the same nature ; 

(3) Agreements for non-aggression ; -. . . . . • 
(-1) Collective agreements for· conciliation, arbitration and JUdicial settlement , 

(5) Separate agreements of the same nature ; 
(6) Arbitration agreements ; 
(7) Conciliation agreements ; 
(8) Agreements for simple political co-operation. 

61. In each of these classes the practical value of the _agreement varies wit~ the nature 
of the contracting parties. Its value is great~r if the re)a~IOns betweel?- the _Parties. are such 
that disputes capable of causing a rupture :'mght b.e anticipated, than if their relations have 
long been friendly and are unlikely to be senously disturbed. 

62. The value· of any agreement, however comprehensive and however imp?rtant . as 
regards the nature of the parties, is essentially relative, for the efficacy of th~ ~ecurity which 
it appears to give to the parties will, in actual fact, depend l~rg~ly on the positiOI?-, as regards 
securitv, of other countries linked with them by ties of "sohdanty of a geographical or other 
nature·... The security of the former varies as the security of the latter. Consequently, t~e 
security of both can only be guaranteed in practi~e-failing a_ general agre.en~ent-by a senes 
of regional pacts completing each other and formmg a harmomous whole. Withm the. framework 
of the League of Nations, whose system of protectio~ would th~s be amp~Ified a~d remforced_. 

Until such a position has been secured, the secunty of certam States Will remam too precanous . 
for them to be able to consent to any appreciable reduction of their armaments. · 

63. Though the regional and separate agreements at present in force may not give the 
States which have concluded them all the security they desire, it cannot be denied th~t they 
do add certain guarantees to those provided by the Covenant of the League.. To. realise this 
it will suffice to compare the situation they have brought about with the Situation scarcely 
six years ago, at the time when ~y its famous Resoluti~n XIV the Third Assembly made ab~olut~ly 
clear the interdependence of disarmament and secunty. Each one of the numerous arbitration 
and security agreements which have been concluded since that time has placed in the path 
of war an obstacle which, slight, even imperceptible, as it may be, is nevertheless of some value 
for the consolidation of world peace. · 

64. But to provide a picture of the present situation in regard to security the facts already 
stated are not sufficient. A psychological factor must also to some extent be taken into account. 
Security consists in the absence of any danger of aggression ; but there are two ways of judging 
of this absence of danger. It may be regarded from the objective point of view of the reality 
or unreality of the danger, or from the subjective point of view of the feeling of the country 
concerned that it is or is not secure. Now it is not sufficient for third parties to realise that 
the circumstances of a certain country are such that no real danger threatens it. That country 
itself must feel the same ; from its point of view, security is life ; it cannot be expected to 
disarm if it feels exposed to a threat of aggression. . 

In the last resort, therefore, what is necessary is to implant and develop in every country 
that confidence without which nothing can be done. Arbitration and security agreements 
are a step in this direction, and their conclusion should therefore be encouraged and their scope 
enlarged. 

II. PRACTICAL MEASURES FOR INCREASING THE GUARANTEES OF SECURITY. 

65. There is ?nly_ one possible v;ray of endeavouring to increase the guarantees of security, 
a_nd that wa.Y. consists m the co.nclusion of separate agreements or regional pacts of non-aggres
Sion, of J?aCific settlement _of disputes and mutual assistance, or of non-aggression only. The 
more logical and the speedier method -the conclusion of a general treaty binding on all States 
Members of the _League - must, for the time being, be excluded. After the two unsuccessful 
a!tempts made m 1923 and 19~, it would be not merely useless from the practical point of 
Vl~W, but dangerous to the prestige of the League, to make a third attempt · for the objections 
ra.Jsed to the earlier attempts still exist. ' 

As between separate agreements and regional pacts, the latter appear in every respect 
preferable. They can be better and more easily brought into line with the Covenant system, 
and, co!lsequen~ly, they help more to increase the guarantees of security. 

It ~~ essenti_al to ad_d ~hat thi~ increase in the guarantees would benefit not merely the 
contracting parties, but mdirectly, m varying degrees, every country in the world. 

h 66: The ~sk of the Rappo~ur was p~marily to consider the problem of security from 
~h:lomt of view of the aJ?pbcabon of regional pacts. He must, however, stress the point 
. the:;e pacts are necessanly based on mutual confidence and the sincere desire of all contract
wg pa~1es to develop mutual co-operation. It is not for the Rapporteur to make suggestions 
r~a~?Ing~he preparatory work in the political field, and for the promotion of a better under
~h· n mg etwee~ the peoples which would. have to be undertaken to this end, nevertheless 

IS appears to him to be an essential part of the work of pacification. 

67._h
1
The bjJt method of encouraging the conclusion of as many regional security pacts 

as P0551 e wou seem to be to bring light into the minds of peoples and Governments by 
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demon~trating the benefits ~hich· would accrue t_o their national interests, and to give them 
eve_ry mducement, by offenng them models which they could adopt wholly or in part, and 
which ~hey could ~ombine and adapt as required to the peculiar circumstances affecting the 
countnes m any given area. · 

No o~ligation .would ther~by necessarily be ass~med by the S~ates ~embers of the League. 
The sole rom of their co-operation would be to establish model treaties which each of them would · 
then be free to take as a basis in any negotiations with its neighbours. 

68. It would seem desirable that these models should be made as flexible as possible, 
alternative formulre with one or more variants being proposed for most of their clauses. The 
question of security is, after all, essentially plastic; its aspects vary in different places, and its 
guarantees in different circumstances. 

It will be natural, however, to give primary consideration to Europe; for it is in Europe 
that the benefit will first be felt from the suggested system. It is there that the need of greater 
security is now most keenly felt ; and it is European countries that offer the most recent 
experience in treaty-making, which will have to be taken as a guide. 

69. In this respect, the Committee will base its work on that already done by the League. 
Its results will have to be adjusted to the new needs which came to light during the sittings 
of the Preparatory Commission. The draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923, the Protocol 
of 1924, the Rhine Pact of 1925, and the later agreements based upon them, will furnish the 
general framework for the model treaties of security. 

70. In these model treaties, provision has to be made for the best possible settlement 
-of the various questions whose solution may help to assure the countries in any particular 
area of the highest degree of security at present conceivable. 

Among these questions there are three which are so essential that they should always 
be dealt with in a regional security pact, if it is to achieve its object. These questions are: 
(1) the exclusion of recourse to war ; (2) the organisation of pacific procedures for the settlement 
of all disputes; and (3) the establishment of a system of mutual assistance, linked with the 
functions of the Council of the League. 

To each of these questions there are attached certain complementary questions, in parti
cular : to the first, the question of demilitarised zones ; to the second, that of the refusal ~o 
accept a pacific settlement or to carry out the decision arrived at ; to the third, that of the 
organisation of economic, financial and military assistance. 

Four other subsidiary questions deserve study with a view to enhancing the practical 
value of the models contemplated. They are: (1) the connection between regional pacts and 
the reduction of the armaments of the contracting countries ; (2) the accession of third States 
and their possible guarantees ; (3) the co-ordination of each regional pact With the others and 
with the Covenant of the League ; and (4) the guaranteeing of the territorial integrity of the 
contracting parties. . . 

On each of these ten questions - which do not, of course, exhaust the subject - the 
following suggestions are submitted for the Committee's consideration : 

71. Exclusion of resort to war. -· The condemnation of aggressive war, already implied 
in the Covenant (Article 10}, and considered by the Assembly on various occasions in 1923 
and 1924, was publicly proclaimed in the Assembly resolution of September 24th, 1927, as tending 
" to create an atmosphere of general confidence calculated to facilitate the progress of the work 

· undertaken with a view to disarmament ·~. 
It will therefore be essential to set down this condemnation at the head of every regional 

security pact, and to deduce the corollary that the contracting parties " mutually undertake 
that they will in no case attack or invade each other or resort to war against each other". 

This is the formula employed in the Rhine Pact and in various separate agreements based 
upon it.' It might well be suggested as a model to be followed in future regional pacts, for it 
is very comprehensive and perfectly clear. If it were desired to express the same idea more 
briefly, use rillght be made of the formula of the Geneva Protocol (Article 2) : " the signatory 
States agree in no case to resort to war ". 

In any event, hqwever, it will be essential to make it quite plain that the condemnation 
relates only to aggressive war, by specifying that force may still be resorted to for purposes 
of legitimate defence, in the application of Article 16 of the Covenant, in execution of a decision 
of the Assembly or Council of the League, or when action is undertaken, in virtue of Article 15, 
paragraph 7, of the Covenant, against a State guilty of aggression. The formula employed 
in this connection by the Rhine Pact (Article 2) and the separate agreements modelled upon 
it is to be recommended, for it could hardly be further condensed. The formula of the Geneva 
Protocol would. be unsuitable to a regional pact, because it does not mention the hypothesis 
of Article 15, paragraph 7, wNch was necessarily excluded from the system of the Protocol. 
In a regional pact, the clause embodied in Article 15, paragraph 7, might, it is true, as we shall 
see later, be waived in disputes between the contracting parties. It would, however, neces
sarily have to be applied in disputes between one of them and a third party, in which it would 
continue to operate. In such a dispute, if the Council is not unanimous, the contracting 
party involved in the dispute has the right to take such action against its adversary " as it 
shall consider necessary for the maintenance of right and justice ". It is important that each 
of the other contracting parties should be able to reserve the right to make use of the same 
latitude in accordance with its interests. 

72. Demilitarised zones. -The establishment of demilitarised zones between the terl'itorks 
of the States parties to a regional security pact, or some of them; might in principle be 
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recommended as a measure calculated to prevent aggression and to facilitate the 
determination of the aggressor, should this b.e?ome nec~s~ary. . 

In view however, of the variety of conditions, no ngtd rules should. be proposed , !he 
test elasticity is necessary in this matter. Account _should be taken of the configuratiOn 

~e various frontiers, the relative size o_f the coun_tnes concerned, and the le.ssons. to be 
drawn from the customs of the neighbounng co~ntn~s. Th~re may be cases m which the 
establishment of a demilitarised zone is impossible m practice. . . . 

There should be the same elasticity in the regulation of any dem1htansed zones that the 
States concerned might desire to establish, particularly in regard to the. temporary or per
manent supervision which the contracting .parties might ask the CounCil of the League to 
organise. . · 1 

Violation of a demilitarised zone should not m all cases be treated as eqmva ent to !1 
resort to war. Its degree of gravity depends on circumstances. It would be for the Council. 
to judge, and to prescribe the measures to be taken in order to ensure the observance of the 
engagements given. 

Ill. ORGANISATION OF PACIFIC PROCEDURES. 

73. The exclusion of the resort to war as a means of settling dispute~ necessarily imp~ies 
an undertaking to settle them by pacific means. That is the rule estabhshed by the Rhine 
Pact and the separate agreements based upon it. It is also the corollary drawn by the Assembly. 
resolution of September 24th, 1927, from the condemnation of wa:s of aggression. I~ every 
regional security pact, therefore, pacific procedures, to be followed m the event of a dispute-
must be arranged for. . . . . . . 

In this matter various systems are estabhshed m practice. There IS the system which, 
by making arbitration compulsory without any r~striction, enable~ a final s~t~lemen~ of !he 
dispute to be reached in every case ; and there IS the system which, combmmg ar~Itratwn 
(limited to certain classes of dispute) with conciliation and mediation by the Council, leaves 
the dispute unsettled if the Council cannot attain unanimity. 

74. In order that the model regional security pacts may be as flexible as possible, it would 
be better not to lay down that the acceptance of a more or less comprehensive obligation to 
arbitrate is indispensable. Such a provision might be difficult to carry out if the number of 
States contemplating the conclusion of a regional pact were fairly large ; the relations of each 
of them with the others. might not in all cases be the same, and consequently a uniform rule 
would be ill adapted tq their diversity. This should not form an obstacle to the conclusion 
of the pact. It would be sufficient to stipulate that all disputes betWeen the contracting 
parties should necessarily be settled by some form of pacific procedure - conciliation, arbi
tration, judicial proceedings, or, if necessary, mediation by_ the Council - without specifying 
the respective spheres in which each of these procedures should be applied. The necessary 
details might be given in special conventions already concluded, or others which each of the 
contracting States would be free to conclude collectively or separately with all the others or 
with only some of them. · The essential point is that the, security pact should be capable of 
operating, even in the absence of any such convention. All that would be specifically provided 
would be that any dispute, of whatever nature, which might arise between two or more con
tracting parties would be dealt with by conciliation or arbitration, in accordance with the 
previous engagements of the parties or the rules which they might agree upon in each case, 
and that, in· the absence of any previous engagements or special agreement, or failing any 
award or arrangement as the result of conc,iliation proceedings, the question would necessarily 
be laid by one of the parties before the Council of the League. 

I_t wo~d t~en be understood that, if all other pacific procedures failed, the parties shoull,{_ 
subnut their !Hspute to the Council. It would remain for them to indicate in the regional 
pact the details of these procedures and, in particular, the time-limit after which, failing any 
resort to arbitration or conciliation, the question would have to be laid before the Council. 

On the o~her hand, !t may be worth.considering whether it would not :Qe expedient to 
ensure ~hat !his und~rtaking to settle all disputes by pacific means should be made as effective 
as possible m practice. 

75. The ques.tion which arises is this: If there were no provision for resort to the Council 
~xcept unde~ Article 15 of t~e Covenant! t~ere woul_d_ be a risk of the dispute being left unsettled 
if the Councll v.:ere _not unan~mous. !his IS the pos1tJon under the Locarno system. In practice, 
howev~r, th~ nsk IS not senous, o~ng· ~o the guarantee by third Powers. In future regional 
pacts, m wh1<:h there would not necessarily be any such guarantee, the case would be different ; 
the undertaking not ~o resort to war mig~t become precarious if a serious dispute were left 
long unsettle~. It. m1g~t, therefore, be w1se to take steps to obviate this contingency. 

At fi~st s1ght, 1t ~1ght -be thought reasonable to recommend that the contracting States 
~hould stJp~I.ate that, m the event of a resort to the Council· they undertake to hold the 
atte:d dbCJ,SIOn. as final ~n~ binding in their mutual relations, 'even if the decision were only 
reac e Y a Slffiple I?aJOrity ~r a specified majority. . 
th A pr~de~tfor th1s system 1s to be found in .the Convention of October 20th, 1921, regarding 
i ~neutralisation of th_e, Ala!Jd Islands, which, after maintaining the principle of ·unanimity 
a~d~e(~~ If t.j;e_ ~?unci! s ~e1~g called upon to pronounce as to the violation of its provisions, 
sh 11 b Jc eftf~ d to unammJty cannot be ob.tained, each of the High Contracting Parties 
r~mm~n~~ .~. e take any measures which the Council, by· a two-thirds majority, · 

• 
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T~is solut!on seems, however, open to a serious objection. Majority decisions of the 
Council, ~ven if accepted by the parties as binding, would still, under the Covenant, have 

· no legal effect on the o~h.erStatesMembers of.theL~ague. Consequently, a war undertaken in 
contempt of such a decision would be lawful m their eyes under Article 15 paragraph 7 and 
would not be covered by the provisions of Article 16. ' · ' 

Another solution should therefore be found which, while ensuring that a final decision 
should .be reached in every dispute, would not form an obstacle to the application of Article 16. 

Without ~xpressly -recommending their adoption, one of the following suggestions might 
serve as a basis : 

(1) ~t might. b~ agreed. that the Co_uncil sho~ld take a ?ecisi?~ by a .bare majority 
or a specified maJonty, but m-the capacity or arbitrator. Th1s decision, bemg equivalent 
to an arbttral award, would be covered by Article 13, an1 hence by Article 16, of the 
Covenant. 

A precedent for this would be provided to some extent by the Treaty of Lausanne in 
the Mosul affair. 

· (2) It might be provided that when, in the absence Df any organised system of arbi
tration between the parties, their dispute came before thtJ Council, the latter should first 
proceed to act, in virtue of Article 15, the parties undertaking to l!-CCept its unanimous 
decision as final and binding upon them. Should the Council fail to reach unanimity, it 
would refer the dispute to a body of arbitrators, having first determined by a bare majority 
or a specified majority the constitution, procedure and powers of such body. In every case, 
therefore, in virtue either of Article 15 or of Article 13 of the Covenant, there would be a 
final decision, any violation of which accompanied by resort to war would undoubtedly 

~ come under the provisions of .Article 16 . 

. 76. Refusal to follow pacific procedures or to execute a decision reached. - This contingency 
must be provided for, in order to ensure that the undertaking referred to in the preceding para
graph shall be effective. It must be assumed, in this case, that the recalcitrant State continues 
nevertheless to maintain a pacific attitude, since if it resorts to force it will at the same time be 
violating its obligation in regard to non-aggression, thus creating the hypothesis which will be 
examined in due course. 

Passive resistance should involve a sanction proportionate to its degree of gravity. As in the 
Geneva Protocol (Article 4, paragraph 6), followed by the Rhineland Pact (Article 5), so here it 
would be expedient, in conformity with the spirit of the Covenant, to adhere to the rule laid down 
at the end of Article 13 : the question will be brought before the Council by the other party to 
the dispute: The Council will begin by exercising all its moral influence to persuade the recal
citrant State to respect its undertaking. Should it prove unsuccessful, it willproposewhatsteps 
should be taken. The high contracting parties would be bound to conform to such proposals. 

77. Domestic jurisdiction. - It is important to consider what provision should be made in 
the rriodel security treaties for the rule laid down in Article 15, paragraph 8. In the absence of 
any stipulation, it is certain that if the assertion of domestic jurisdiction were submitted either to 
the Council or to international judges, and were recognised to be well founded, the dispute would 
remain unsolved. This would mean a gap- at first sight serious. It would not really constitute 
a direct menace to peace, since resort to force would still be prohibited : a State which 'Yas 
unsuccessful in obtaining a material settlement of its claim through its adversary's domestic 
jurisdiction having been recognised would nevertheless be obliged to maintain a pacific attitude. 
It would have to content itself with the general resources provided by the other articles of the 
Covenant of the League, in the hope of arriving in time at a settlement. If its growing 

. impatience drove it to acts of violence, it would have to expect legitimate defence on the part of 
\ts adversary and armed intervention on that of the other contracting States. 

It is certainly not in the interests of peace to strain the patience of States who consider them
selves victimised by the pressing of their rivals' rights; it is therefore desirable that, in the rela
tions between countries bound by a regional security pact, it should always be possible in case of 
dispute to obtain a decision on the substance of the question. But it has to be admitted that in 
the present state of international law and international morality the complete renunciation of 
the rule laid down in Article 15, paragraph 8, would be attended by more drawbacks than 
advantages. Prudence, therefore, recommends that it be maintained. In order to give it greater 
elasticity in application, however, reference might be made, as in the Geneva Protocol (Article 5), 
to the rule prescribed in Article 11 of the Covenant. It would thus be understood that when, on 
examination, a dispjl.te is recognised as corning within the domestic jurisdiction of one of the 
parties, those concerned should be fully entitled if necessary to demand that action be taken 
by the Council or the Assembly. 

If, however, some of the States contemplating the conclusion of a r~onal security pact 
\ should desire in their relations with one or other of their co-contractors to renounce wholly or in 

part, with or without conditions, the protection afforded them by the rule of domestic jurisdiction, 
it should be legitimate for them to do so in special arbitration or conciliation conventions, if they 
undertake not to plead the said rule in specific contingencies either before the judge or before the 
Council. · 

78. Establishment of a system of mutual assistance. - The undertaking to refrain from 
aggression and to adopt pacific procedures in every case requires, in the interests of security, that 
the contracting parties shall be bound to offer one another guarantees against the violation of the 
undertakings entered into. The possible extent of this obligation in tl1e event of refusal to follow 
pacific procedures or to execute a decision has alr2ady been explained in paragraph 75. 
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The uestion now calling for consideration is that of assistance in the case of a resort to 
force By~ssistance should be understood immediate and unstinted help offerdd by the_contract
ina ~rties to any one of their number who may be the victim of _unpro:v?ke . aggressiOn, so as 
to"'e~able that State to vanquish the aggressor and to safeguard Its pohbcal mdependence and 
territorial integrity. . · k d · · Two main questions call for examination : (a) the det_en;nmatlon of unprov? e aggression • 
(b) the nature and extent of the assistance due to the VIchm of such aggressiOn. . 

79. Determination of unprovoked aggression. - The studies pur~ued for the pas~ SIX ye~rs 
by the Leaaue of Nations have demonstrated the extreme complextty of the. queshon, which 
must be vie~ed in two aspects : unprovoked aggression must first be defined ; It must then be 
established. . . · · 1 

Considered from a general standpoint, the definitio~ of uhprovoked aggressiOn pres~nts rea 
difficulties, as indicated in the memorandum on Article 10 of the Covenant submitted to 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security. . . . 

For the purposes of a regional security pact, however, It would appear to be relahv~ly 
simple. It is sufficient to say that the term "aggressor'' shall be. applicapl~ to any ~ontractm~ 
State that resorts to force in violation of the undertakings entered mto by It m the regiOnal pact , 
for example, if it offers armed resistance to a final decision. . · ... 

To establish unprovoked aggression is, however, very diffic~It, smce once hostthttes have 
begun it is not always easy to say with certainty which of the be_Ihgerents ~:st resorted to forc.e. 

Two systems have been recommended : the fir~t - unammous. de~IsiOn by the Counctl, 
exclusive of the representatives of the belligerent parties- was proposed m 19~5 and adopted. at 
Locarno; the second- the automatic designation of the aggr~s~or on the basis _of presumptive 
evidence remaining valid until discounted by unanimous declSlon of the Council-;- formed the 
basis of the Geneva Protocol (Article 10). 

Both are open to grave objections, which are so familiar that there is no need to recall them 
here. 

As a way out of the difficulty, serious consideration should be given to an idea ~hich was 
mentioned subsidiarily in the Geneva Protocol (Article 10) and was brought up a~am by the 
French delegation in the memorandum submitted by it in 1926 to the Preparatory Disarmament 
Commission. 

. The solution suggested was to empower the Council, should it not reach unanimity as regard_s 
the determination of the aggressor, to order the belligerents to observe an armistice, the condi
tions of which it was to fix by a two-thirds majority, and to agree that any belligerent refusing 
to consent to such armistice or violating it should definitively be regarded as the aggressor. 

This system might in principle be incorporated in a regional security pact, but the question 
as to whether the Council could decide in all cases by a majority vote calls for the closest consi
deration, as it is essential that that decision should be in perfect agreement with the spirit 
and mechanism of the Covenant. 

80. Flagrant aggression. - It has to be considered whether this rule should not, like 
the Rhineland Pact, admit of exception in the case of a flagrant violation of the mutual under
taking in no circumstances to resort to war. Under the Locarno system, the guarantee becomes 
binding and operative directly aggression has been established by the Council, when the latter 
is applied to by one of the contracting parties. It is, on the other hand, optional in the case 
of flagrant violation of undertakings entered into before intervention by the Council, in the 
sense that the guarantors reserve the right themselves to judge of the genuineness of the pro-
vocation and the urgency of intervention on their part. · 

This system, which is quite appropriate to a situation such as the' Rhineland Pact had in 
view, might be adopted in pacts relating to areas where the situation is analogous. 

81. Organisation of economic, financial and military assistance. - In addition to til& 
adaptation to regional pacts of the rules at present contemplated for financial assistance and 
the measures that might be taken in virtue of Article 16, the regional agreements might, so 
far as concerns military assistance, enable the final paragraph of the resolution adopted by 
the 1927 Assembly to be put into effect. 
. This paragraph refers to " an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform 
It of the measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under 
the Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicatingthat, in a particular case, either all its 
forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces could forthwith intervene in the conflict 
to support the Council's decisions or recommendations ". 

· . A~ the Briti~h Government has observed, " it seems probable that States may well hesitate 
to I~dtcate precisely what measures they would be prepared to take in hypothetical contin
gencies ! ~or, for fear of increasing tension, or of creating it where none exists, are they likely 
to be wtll~ng, except in mutual agreement, to describe the contingencies in which they would 
be ~e_ady Immediately to bring part or whole of their forces to the support of the Council's 
dectston or recommendations. The most effective way of establishing such mutual agreement 
and of placing it on record, is by the negotiation of a formal treaty ". In this connectio~ 
the British Government recalled that " His Majesty's Government in Great Britain have 
adopted this method in the Treaty of Locarno, by which they have engaged to bring the 
whol.e of th_e forces of the country to the support of the League's judgment in certain definite 
contmgenctes ". 

. 82. Aggression by third Stales. -The question of aggression has hitherto been considered 
Simply when one of the contracting parties ~ the victim of another contracting party. It 
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wou~d perhaps ~e expedient, in order to increase the value of regional pacts from the point 
of VIew of secunty, to provide for the case of aggression against a contractina party by a 
th.ird StatE), whe~her ~ Member of t~e ~ague or not. This extension of the muhtal guarantee 
nught perhaps give nse to such obJections as may be deduced from the observations made in 
the. German and British Governments' memoranda. But it might be proposed as a useful 
vanant to States which are prepared to accept it and could make provision for it, with a view 
to. such a contingency, on the basis of Articles 15 and 16 of the Covenant, in the case of a 
third party, Member of the League, and Article 17 in that of a non-Member third party. 

In any case, failing an extension of the mutual guarantee, in the event of aggression by 
a third State, it should be clearly specified in the regional pact that the contracting parties 
are bound towards any one of their number who may be attacked by a third State in no 
circumstances to assist the aggressor. 

83. Re-establislunent of peace after aggression. - It would be expedient, in regional pacts, 
to include a reservation as to the Council's right of examination in regard to the cessation 
of active mutual assistance arid the re-establishment of normal relations, and also to the 
reparation due by the aggressor. ~ 

84. Connection between regional pacts and disarmament. - The idea of such a connection 
has formed the basis of the League's work on security. It is to be found in the Draft Treaty 
~of Mutual Assistance of 1923 (Article 2) and in the Geneva Protocol (Articles 7, 8 and 21, paras. 
5-8). It might be well to consider whether it should not be taken up again in the model security 
treaties, which are designed for the very purpose of facilitating and preparing for a general 
agreement on the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

Provision might be made in them for three series of stipulations : 

(a) A . contracting party which was the victim of unprovoked aggression would 
be· entitled to the promised assistance only on condition that it had conformed to the 
general plan framed by the. League of Nations for the reduction of armaments. 

(b) On the lines of Article 7 of the Geneva Protocol, in the event of conflict between 
two or more contracting parties, any increase in armaments or effectives that might modify 
the position laid down in the plan of reduction and also measures of mobilisation and, 
generally speaking, any act calculated to aggravate or extend the dispute, might be 
prohibited. 

(c) It might be added that any violation of the above-mentioned·undertakings could 
be brought by any one of the contracting parties before the Council, which would have 
to examine it and, if necessary, to order the enquiries and investigations to be held, and, 
should an offence be established, to take appropriate measures for the removal of the 
cause and the safeguarding of peace. 

85. Accession of third States. - It is iri keeping with the spirit of the League of Nations 
that regional treaties, considered in relation to the Covenant as supplementary agreements, 
should be open to accession by third parties. The Draft Treaty of 1923 (Article 7, paragraph 4) 
and the Geneva Protocol (Article 13, paragraph 3) both contained this principle. But whereas 
the second admitted free accession by any State Member of the League, the first restricted 
it to the contracting parties to the Treaty of Assistance and made it conditional on the consent 
of the States signatories to the special agreement, 

As regards possible regional security pacts, the question arises whether: (1) they should 
in principle be left open, (2) accession should be open to all third States without distinction, 
to third States Members of the League of Nations, or only to adjacent third States Members 
or non-Members of the League, and (3) accession should be free or subject to certain conditions. 
• As regards the first point there would appear to be no possible doubt : the object in view 
will be more successfully achieved by open than by limited pacts. . 
.. With reference to' the second point, the same reason seems to militate in favour of the 

·admission of all third States Members or non-Members of the League. 
As regards the third point, accessions without the consent of the contracting parties 

could hardly be admitted since reciprocity in the matter of undertakings necessarily presup
poses in the States affected a certain degree of confidence which may possibly not exist as between 
a third party desirous of acceding and all the contracting parties. 

At most it might be admitted that, in order to preclude arbitrary refusal of the necessary 
consent, the Council should exercise a certain moral control in the matter. It might be possible 
to provide that the application for accession should only reach the contracting parties 
through the Council, which, taking all the circumstances into account, could, if it thought 
fit, attach its recommendation when forwarding the application to the State_s. 

86. Guarantee by third States. - It is conceivable that third States, while unwilling to 
accept reciprocity in the matter of undertakings, might wish for various reasons to strengthen 
the efficacy of a regional pact by offering the contracting parties their guarantee, in accordance 
with the Locarno predecent. Their offer might be made before or after the conclusion of the 
regional pact. In either case its acceptance must depend upon the consent of all the parties 
concerned. In view, however, of the undoubted utility of third party guarantees in consolidating 
peace, it. would be well to facilitate their acceptance by providing some procedure which would 
ensure that such guarantees did in fact consolidate peace. 

It would accordingly seem expedient to provide that the third guarantor would have to 
accept in its entirety the system of assistance t.greed upon between the contracting parties. 
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87. Guaranteeing of the territorial integrity of the co.ntracting parties. -. It may perhaps 
be questioned whether in regional security pacts the reciprocal unde~a~~g m regard if n?n
aggression should be accompanied, as in the Rhineland Pact, by an J~diYJdual a~d co ectlve 
!!Uarantee to maintain the territorial status quo represented by the eXJstmg frontiers between 
the contracting States. . · . . . 

This is desirable but not essential. There m1ght be cases when to reqmre a guarant~e m 
regard to territorial integrity would const~tute an. obst~cle to _the conclus10!1 of ~he regwnal 
pact, for any State belonging to the area m que.stion rmght rmstakenly see m this guarantee 
a crystallisation of the existing frontiers which 1t was not _prepared to accept. . .. 

It would appear expedient, therefore, not to make tins guarantee an essential condition 
of the regional pact. . - . 

In order to create between the contracting parties the confidence ~hich should colou~ the1r 
relations, it would be sufficient to incorporate in the regional pact t~e Idea.s to be found m the 
Preamble to the Arbitration Treaty between Germany and Poland signe~ m 1925 at ~ocarno, 
namely, that sincere observance of pacific procedures permits of resolV!-ng any conflicts that 
might. arise, that respect for the rights established by treaty or. resultmg from the law of 
nations is obligatory· for international tribunals, an~ that th~ . nghts 9f. a St~te cannot _be 
modified save with its consent. This would emphasise the spmt of legality which the p~~Ies 

· would promise to observe in their reciprocal relations, avoiding all moral or political 
subterfuge or pressure. 

88. Co-ordination or regional pacts inter se and with the Covenant of the League of Nations.
The need for this double co-ordination is manifest. If regional pacts, following on one another 
in the various parts of the world and more _particularly of Europe, are to constitute the elements 
of a general system of security and hence promote the consolidation of peace, it is ess~ntial that 
they should be linked up with one another and bear a coherent and unbroken relationship to 
a comprehensive scheme in effective harmony with the Covenant, which represents the common 
law of Members of the League. 

(a) In order to ensure this double co-ordination, it is expedient that regional pacts should 
provide for intervention by a regulating body whose jurisdiction would be recognised and 
accepted by all the States concerting in this conventional movement. Only the Council could 
perform such a function. 

As regards the manner in which it might exercise its powers of co-ordination, Article 7 
of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923 supplies a model which might be followed with 
advantage. 

Before registration, regional pacts would be examined by the Council from the point of 
view of their conformity with the Covenant and their. connection with other regional pacts 
already concluded. The Council could, if necessary, suggest changes in the text of pacts 
submitted to it. 

The Council's powers should also apply to the duration of regional pacts ; Article 8 of the 
Rhineland Pact furnishes a useful.precedent. It might be provided that such pacts should 
remain in force until, on the application of.one of the high contracting parties, duly notified 
to the _other signatory Powers three months in advance, the Council by a majority of at least 
two-thirds should declare that the League of Nations offers the high contracting parties 
adequate guarantees, the pacts in .question then ceasing to have effect on the expiry of one 
year from that date. 

(b) It is natural, in the second place, that the parties should themselves co-ordinate the 
region~ agreements wit~ any special agreements they_ may have concluded previously. They 
could, If necessary, avml themselves of the good offices of the Council to facilitate such 
co-ordination. 

. (c). Lastir, another point calls f?r attention. The development of regional security pact*, 
m add!tion to_I~ many advantages, Is_ a~~ended by one seriou~ drawback which requires to be 
reme~ed .. T!lls.Is t~e regrettable possibilit~ th~t the contracting States; now enjoying greater 
secunty vzs-a-vzs third States, may be less mclined to conclude arbitration treaties with those 
States. · _ 

There is one way of remedying this situation and at the same time of strengthening the 
force of regional pacts in relation to general peace. 
. T~s is, ~irst, th~t the contra~ting parties should undertake to conclude pacts of non-aggres

Sion With thi_rd pa~1es upon their borders. The Protocol annexed to the Franco-Roumanian 
Treaty of Fnendship ?f June lOth, 1926, furnishes a precedent. · 

Such an l!ndertaking would lighten the obligation in regard to mutual assistance assumed 
under the regwnal pact. 
. SecondlY:, ~he_ cont~acting parties should undertake to offer to conclude treaties of concilia

tion. and ~rb1trat1on With such third parties, their neighbours, and to give their favourable 
cons1de~ation to. any proposals of this nature coming from those third parties 

48 This would mvolve a. duty similar to, but more emphatic than, that laid d~wn in Article 

di oftethe Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, for the pacific settlement of international spu s. · 
This undertaking would s!gnify ~hat each of the contracting parties a reed to acce t 

t~ethg~otsd of!!cehsb of the others With a VIew to concluding treaties of conciliation g and arbitratiEn WI 1 ne1g ours. ' 

judg!t of~h~d pfe~~:r~ ?:~~t\~:si~f~~!e cad~antt~ge that _public opinion would be made the 
borders. on :ac mg parties towards third parties on their 
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89. Conclusion of regional pacts. - In determining the practical means whereby the 
League of Nations might promote regional pacts of security, attention might be paid to the 
provisions of Article 6, paragraph 2, of the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of 1923, which 
lays down that " such agreements may, if the High Contracting Parties interested so desire, 
be negotiated and concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations". 

But it would be possible to go even further, and the next Assembly might proclaim that 
if, in any specific area, two or more States desired to conclude a security pact with the other 
States belonging to that same area, they might apply to the Council requesting its good offices 
for this purpose. 

If such a resolution were passed and the Council informed all the States Members of the 
League that it would be prepared to accept this duty, tMre is good reason to hope that the· 
appeal would be answered in more than one part of Europe. · 

90. As regards agreements between States Members and non-Members of the League, 
whether security pacts or simply pacts of non-aggression, the Council might, if circumstances 
permitted, accept the duties already referred to, or even advise or suggest to the applicant
party that it should employ the good offices of a third Power. The conclusion of agreements 
of this nature is desirable as a means of creating confidence alil{e between Members and non
Members of the League and between non-Members and the League itself. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS. 

91. It is impossible at present to contemplate the conclusion of a general agreement -
adding to the obligations assumed under the Covenant -with a view to giving the nations 
greater security. 

92. States which require wider guarantees of security should seek them in the form of 
separate or collective agreements for non-aggression, arbitration and mutual assistance, or 
simply for non-aggression. 

93. Regional pacts comprising non-aggression, arbitration and mutual assistance repre
sent the completest type of security agreement, and the one which can most easily be brought 
·into harmony with the system of the Covenant. Such pacts should always include the following 
provisions : 

(a) A prohibition to resort to force ; · 
(b) The organisation of pacific procedures for the settlement of all disputes; 
(c) The establishment of a system of mutual assistance," to operate in conjunction 

with the duties of the League Council. 

94. The establishment of demilitarised zones, wherever practicable, may play an impor
tant part, from a general standpoint, in consolidating and enforcing the provisions of a regional 
pact. 

95. With a view to the pacific settlement of all disputes that may arise between them, 
the States contracting a regional pact might consider provisions which would bind them more 
closely than those of the Covenant, in the matter of arbitral procedure, so as to make good 
the legal deficiencies in paragraphs 7 and 8 of Article 15 of the Covenant. 

96. Similarly, the parties might facilitate the designation of the aggressor by the Council, 
should one or more of them resort to war in violation of the undertakings entered into under 
the regional pact, by empowering the Council, for example, to order the belligerents to observe 

-an armistice, the conditions of which it would determine as might be necessary. 

97. The provisions of the Locarno Rhineland Pact concerning flagrant aggression might 
be adopted in regional pacts wherever the situation was analogous. . 

98. In the absence of a mutual guarantee covering the case of aggression by a third party,.. 
the regional pacts should at all events contain a clause requiring the parties in no circum
stances to lend assistance to the third party guilty of aggression. 

99. Apart from the adaptation to regional pacts of the rules now proposed for financial 
assistance and any measures which might be taken under Article 16 of the Covenant, it would 
be possible to insert special clauses in thesepacts, embodying the suggestion made in regard 
to offers of military assistance in the final paragraph of the last Assembly's resolution. 

100. The progress of disarmament must keep pace with that of security so that the conclu
sion of security pacts should facilitate !lnd prepare for a general agreement for the reduction 
and limitation of armaments. The regional pacts might contain suitable clauses postulating 
the connection between security and disarmament. 

101. The adhesion of third-party States to regional pacts is desirable. It must depend 
upon the consent of the contracting parties. Application for accession by a third State 
might be submitted through the Council, which would decide whether or not to support it. 

102. It is desirable but not essential to have the guarantee of a third State; this would 
be possible, if it were accepted by all the parties and if the third guaranteein<T State itself 
agreed to accept in its entirety the system of assistance agreed upon between the parties. 

. . 
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103 In order that greater confidence may be created between the State~ contracti~g 
a re!rlon~l pact, it is desirable that they should append to their _reciprocal. unde~ak~ng ~o ref~am 
fro~ aggression an individual and collective guarantee to mamt~m t~eir ternto~Ial mtegnty. 
Such a guarantee, however, is not essential. It would be. sufficient If the partie~ agreed to 
submit all their disputes to pacific procedure, and to recogmse that resi,lect for ~he righ~s estab
lished by treaty or resulting from the law of nations is obl!gat.ory for mternat10nal tribunals, 
and that the rights of a State cannot be modified save with Its consent. 

104. It is essential that security pacts should form part of a coherent an~ comprehensive 
scheme; and should be brought into harmony with the Covenant. The Council of the League 
might act in this matter as a regulating organ. 

105. The feeiing of security enjoyed by the parties as the resu}t of the conclusio;'l of a 
regional pact should not make them less disposed to conclud~ treaties ?f non-aggr~ss10n ?r 
arbitration with third parties upon their borders. Such treaties are emmently desirable, m 
that they would enhance the value of regional pa~ts as instruments of pe~ce and would at 
the same time lighten the undertaking assumed m regard to mutual assistance. 

106. With a vi~w to promoting the concl~sio.n. of regional p~cts it might be exp~d.i~nt 
to consider a resolutiOn by the next Assembly mvi~mg the Council to s.tudy the P?SSibihty 
of lending its good offices to States which may deSlfe to conclude security pacts With other 
States. · 

107. Should States desire to conciude agreements with non-member States, t~e Council 
might deem it preferable to suggest that they should request the good offices of a third Power. 

4. Memorandum on Articles 10, 11, and 16 of the Covenant 
Submitted by M. RuTGERS, Rapporteur. 

I. PREFACE. 

108. The programme adopted by the Committee on Arbitration and Security at its fll'St 
session comprised, as a second group of questions to be studied, the" systematic preparation of 
the machinery to be employed by the organs of the League of Nations with a view to enabling the 
Members of the League to perform their obligations under the various Articles of the Covenant ". 

This group of questions relates to the fifth sub-paragraph of paragraph 3 of Resolution V, 
adopted by the Assembly at its last ordinary session on the proposal of the Thir<;l Committee. 

109. It is contemplated in this programme that- withoutlimitingthe Committee's future 
field of action- a study should immediately be begun of Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant 
and of the scheme of financial assistance to be given to States threatened with aggression : ·' 

Article 10. Study of the criteria by which aggression may be presumed. 

Article 11. Study of this article, taking into account the work already done or at 
present in hand. · · . · . 

Article 16. Study of Article 16 under conditions similar to those applied to the study 
of Article 11 ; 

S~dy of the scheme of financial assistance to be given to States threatened with 
aggresswn ; . o 

Study of the above-mentioned scheme and particularly of the preliminary points 
raised by the Financial Committee. . 

(a) S~d:y of t.he criteria· by whlch aggression may be presumed and the procedure 
of the Council m this matter ; ·· · · 

(b) Right of participation by States (the question of St11tes not Members of the 
League). . 

11~~ It w~ agreed during th~ debates at the last ordinary session of the Assembly that 
tJu: ObJect of _this study of the articles of the Covenant was to explore the possibilities 
y<hich that mstrument offers, without in any way enlarging or abridging the obligations 
mcumbent upon Members of the League, and without making any attempt to interpret the Covenant. 

II. ARTICLE 10 OF THE COVENANT : STUDY OF THE CRITERIA BY WHICH AGGRESSION 

MAY BE PRESUMED, 

Preliminary Observations. 

111. Article 10 of the Covenant is worded as follows:· 

• ggr" ~e ~em~er~ of. the. Leag!le undertake to respect and preserve as against external 
a esswn e mtorml mtegnty and existing political independence of all Members 

• 
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of the League. In case of any such aggression or in case of any threat or danger of such 
aggression, the Council shall advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be 
fulfilled. " 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security is called upon to study Article 10, as also 
Articles 11 and 16, from the point of view of " systematic preparation of the machinery to 
be employed by the organs of the League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members 
of the League to perform their obligations under the various articles of the Covenant ". The 
Rapporteur has been asked to examine Article 10 from the point of view of the criteria by the 
aid of which aggression may be presumed. . . · 

112. The Rapporteur has made a careful examination of the discussions on the scope of 
Article 10 which followed the Canadian Government's proposal to suppress the article, as 
well as of the opinion bearing on the interpretation of the article which was expressed by the 
Committee of .Jurists appointed under the Council's resolution of September 28th, 1923, and 
of the observations on that opinion made by a number of Members of the League. 

For the Rapporteur's present task, however, it does not seem necessary to consider the 
various points so raised. The discussions showed the extreme difficulty of obtaining unanimous 
agreement in advance as to what might be the full scope of the obligations under Article 10. 

113. The Rapporteur does not, moreover, feel called upon to offer a precise definition of 
the criteria by which aggression may be presumed, but considers that it would be more practical 
to enumerate some of the facts which, according to circumstances, may serve as evidence that 
aggression has taken place. Moreover, the question of acts which are evidence of aggression 
has already been the subject of the most exhaustive and careful study by the League of Nations 
and by many of its Members. These studies have Jed to different conclusions, and we are 
constrained to believe that any attempt to Jay down rigid or absolute criteria in advance for 
determining an aggressor would be unlikely in existing circumstances to lead to any practical 

· result. . 

114. In the present connection, however, we have a valuable precedent in the report of 
the Committee of the Council on Article 11. That report is based on the idea that it is neither 
possible nor desirable to draw up a complete or exclusive statement of the measures to be 
taken under Article 11, or to lay down in advance any hard-and-fast rules as to their appli
cation ; but that it is of practical use, in the light of past experience and the studies and discus
sions on the subject, to keep in view a certain number of measures which might be employed 
in the future. · 

The Rapporteur proposes to follow the same method. He is not blind to the difficulties 
which must be encountered. So far, it has fortunately never been necessary for the Council 
to determine which of two enemy States was the aggressor, and there is nothing to be drawn 
from actual experience in the matter. This omission, however, is to some extent balanced 
by the fact that certain treaties contain stipulations which constitute a practical contribution 
to the study of the problem. 

115. In approaching this enquiry, it must be recognised that the results which it will obtain 
cannot be regarded as complete or as applicable to every case. A particular act may be deemed 
to raise, or not to raise, a presumption of aggression, having regard to the circumstances under 
which it was committed. 

Criteria for determining "Aggression. 

116. Some useful material in regard to criteria for determining aggression is to be found -
ill certain treaties and in the proceedings of the Assembly and the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

117. First among these sources of information are the results of the investigations carried 
out by the Permanent Advisory Commission and the Special Committee of the Temporary . 
Mixed Commission when drawing up the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. The reports of these. 
bodies show that certain acts would in many cases constitute acts of aggression ; for instance : 

(1) The invasion of the territory of one State by the troops of another State ; 
(2) An attack on a considerable scale launched by one State on the frontiers of another 

State; 
(3) A surprise attack by aircraft carried out by one State over the territory of 

another State, with the aid of poisonous gases. 
The reports in question add that other cases may arise in which the problem would 

be simplified owing to some act committed by one of the parties to the dispute affording unmis
takable proof that the party in question was the real aggressor. 

There are also certain factors which may serve as a basis in determining the aggressor : 
(a) Actual industrial and economic mobilisation carried out by a State either in 

its. own territory or by persons or societies on foreign territory. 
(b) Secret military mobilisation by the formation and employment of irregular 

troops or by a deClaration of a state of danger of war which would serve as a pretext for 
commencing hostilities. . 

(c) Air, chemical or naval attack carried out by one party against another . 
• 
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(d) The presence of the armed forces of o~e party ~n the territory of an?ther .. 
(e) Refusal of either 0~ the parties to withdraw Its armed forces behmd a lineor _ 

lines indicated by the Council. . 
(/) A definite! aggressive policy by one of the parties towards the other, and ~he 

conse uent refusal !r that party to submit the subject in dispute to ~he recoml!lendatiOn . 
of th~Council or to the decision of the Perma~ent Court of InternatiOnal Justice and to 
accept the recommendation or decision when given. . 
118. The list of factors.furnished by th_e Special. Col!lmittee of ~he Tempor~ry ~ixed 

Commission might be supplemented by includmg the viOlatiOn of certam undertakmgs , for 
instance, refusal to submit a dispute for pacific settl~ment by the methods agreed upon, or 
failure to .observe restrictions of a military nature which have been accepted. · 

119. As regard~ military restri~tions, m_entio.n must be made, inter alia, of the following 
treaties, the relevant passages of which are giVen m the Sub-Annex. . . 

(a) The "Rush-Bagot Agreement" betv:een Grea~ Britain and the United States, 
concerning naval force on the Great Lakes, Signed Apnl 28th-29th, 1817. . . 

(b) The Convention -between Great Britain a~d China, giving effect t? Artic~e III 
of the Convention of July 24th, 1886, relative to Burma and Tibet, signed 
March 1st, 1894. . . . 

(c) The Convention between Norwar. an~ Sweden, ~ncerning the establishment 
of a neutral zone, the dismantling of for:tJficabons, etc.; signed October 26th, 1905. 

(d) The Trea,ty of Versailles. . . . 
(e) The Convention relating to the non-fortification and neutralisation of the Aland 

Islands,. signed orr October 20th, 1920. · 
(/} The Treaty of Lausanne between the British Empire, France, Italy, J~pan, 

Greece, Roumania, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats· and Slovenes and Turk~y, signed 
July 24th, 1923. 

(g) The Treaty between Germany and Belgium, France, Great Britain and Italy, 
signed at Locarno on October 16th, 1925. 

120. The treaties provide for the total or partial demilitarisation of certain zones: It is 
clear that a violation of these zones wou,ld in many circumstances - in the absence of any 
express stipulation - raise a presumption of aggression. · 

The value of these demilitarised zones as aids in determining the aggressor has already 
been recognised in the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, which states in Article 9 : 

" In order to facilitate the application of the present Treaty, any High Contracting 
Party may negotiate, through the agency of the Council, with one or more neighbouring 
countries for the establishment of demilitarised zones. " 
Paragraph 1 of Article 9 of the Protocol of Geneva contains the following provision : 

" The existence of demilitarised zones being. calculated to prevent aggression and 
to facilitate a definite finding of the nature provided for in Article 10 below, the estab
lishment of such zones between States mutually consenting thereto .is recommended 
as a means of avoiding violations of the present Protocol. " 

121. Special importance was given ,to the demilitarised zone in the Rhine Pact. This 
Treaty declares that resistance offered to a violation of the Rhineland Demilitarised Zone shall 
be deemed to be the exercise of a legitimate right of defence, in derogation from the mutual 
undertaking to refrain from aggression, when such violation constitutes an unprovoked act of 
aggression and when, by reason of the assembly of armed forces in the demilitarised zone, imrn~
diate action is necessary. This Treaty further provides that, in case of a flagrant violation of 
the Demilitarised Rhineland Zone; the guarantor powers shall immediately come to. the help 
of the party against whom such a violation or breach has been directed as soon as they have 

· been able to satisfy themselves that this violation constitutes an unprovoked act of aggression, 
· and that, by reason either of the crossing of the frontier or of the outbreak of hostilities or of 
the assembly of armed forces in the demilitarised zone, ~mediate action is necessary. Never
theless, the Council of the League of Nations, which will be seized of the question if one of 
the cont!acting J?arties conside~s that the zone has b~en violated, will issue its findings. The 
contractmg parties undertake m such a case to act m accordance with the recommendations 
of the_ Council, provid~d that they are concurred in by all the members other than the repre-
sentatives of the parties which have engaged in hostilities. · 

.1~2. In the event ?f hostilities having broken out, the Protocol of Geneva laid down 
explicitly th.a~ a State might ~e presumed to be an aggressor in the following circumstances, 
unless a deciSion of the Council, which must be taken unanimously, should declare otherwise : 

' . (1) If it has refused to accept the procedure for a pacific settlement or to comply 
With the decision rendered in pursuance of that procedure. 

(2) _If it has violated the provisional measures enjoined by the Council to prevent 
preparatiOns for war being carried on during the proceedings for pacific settlement ; 
. . (~) . Disregard of a decision recognising that the dispute lies solely within the domestic 
JUrisdict!on of the ?ther party, if the State in question has failed or refused previously 
to Bubffilt the question to the Council or to the Assembly. 
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The Protocol further declared that a belligerent which refused to accept, or violated, an 
9stice enjoined by the Council was to be deemed an aggressor. 

When the Council had called upon the signatory States to apply against the aggressor the 
sanctions provided by the Protocol, any signatory State thus called upon was thereupon 
entitled to exercise the rights of a belligerent. 

123. The Report of the Committee of the Council on Article 11 of the Covenant points 
out that the action which the Council has to take in case of a conflict, in virtue of Article 11 
and other articles of the Covenant, will provide it with valuable material which will assist it 
in determining the aggressor, in case war should break out in spite ·of all the efforts made to 
prevent hostilities, or to suspend them after they have begun. It is clear that the nature and 
extent.of the co-operation which the parties to the dispute are willing to afford to the Council 
cannot fail to exercise considerable influence upon the decision of that body. 

' 

124. Sub-Annex to Chapter II. 

TREATIES INVOLVING CERTAIN UNDERTAKINGS IN REGARD TO MILITARY RESTRICTIONS. 

(a) In 1817, Great Britain and the United States came to an agreement for the demili
tarisation of the big lakes forming the frontier between the United States and Canada. This 
agreement was known as the" Rush-Bagot Agreement". 

(b) Great Bntain concluded with China a Convention designed to ensure the maintenance 
of peace on the Chinese frontiers of her Asiatic possessions. This Convention was ratified 
in London on August 23rd,. 1894. The high contracting parties undertake not to construct 
or maintain fortifications within a ten-mile zone along the frontier. 

(c) On the dissolution of the Union of Norway and Sweden, a Convention was signed 
at Stockholm in October 1905, establishing a neutral zone between the two countries. This 
Convention can only be denounced by joint agreement. . 

(d) Under Article 42 of the Treaty of Versailles, Germany is forbidden to maintain or 
construct any fortifications either on the left bank of the Rhine or on the right bank to the 
west of a line drawn 50 kilometers to the east of the Rhine. Article 43 provides that " in 
the area defined above [i.e., in Article 42] the maintenance and the assembly of armed .forces, 
either permanently or temporarily, and military manoouvres of any kind, as well as the upkeep 
of all permanent works for mobilisation, are in the same way forbidden". 

(e) On October 20th, 1921, a Convention relating to the non-fortification and neutrali
sation of the Aland Islands was signed. Under this Convention, Finland undertakes not 
to fortify that part of the Finnish Archipelago which is called "the Aland Islands". Article 7 
of the Convention provides as follows : 

" I. In order to render effective the guarantee provided in the Preamble of the present 
Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall apply, individually or jointly, to the 
Council of the League of Nations, asking that body to decide upon the measures to be 
taken either to assure the observance of the provisions of this Convention or to put a 
stop to any violation thereof. . 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to assist in the measures which the Council 
of the League of. Nations may decide upon for this purpose. · 

" When, for the purposes of this undertaking; the Council is called upon to make 
a decision under the above conditions, it will invite the Powers which are parties to the 
present Convention, whether Members of the League or not, to sit on the Council. The 
vote of the representative of the Power accused of having violated the provisions of this 

• Convention shall not be necessary to constitute the unanimity required for the Council's 
decision. · 

" If unanimity cannot be obtained, each of the High Contracting Parties shall be 
entitled to take any measures which the Council by a two-thirds majority recommends, 
the vote of the representative of the Power accused of having violated the provisions 
of this Convention not being counted.· 

" II. If the neutrality of the zone should be imperilled by a sudden attack either 
against the Aland Islands or acrqss them against the Finnish mainland, Finland shall 
take the necessary measures in the ·zone to check and repulse the aggressor until 
such time as the High Contracting Parties shall, in conformity with the provisions of this 
Convention, be in a position to intervene to enforce respect for the neutrality of the islands. 

" Finland shall refer the matter immediately to the Council. " 

(f) The Treaty signed at Lausanne on July 24th, 1923, between the British Empire, 
France, Italy, Japan, Greece, Roumania, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and 
Turkey includes a Convention relating to the regime of the Straits. 

The preamble declares that the signatory Powers are desirous of ensuring in the Straits 
freedom· of transit and navigation between the Mediterranean Sea and the Black Sea for all 
nations, and that they consider that the maintenance of that freedom is necessary to the general 
peace and the commerce of the world. 

Further, Article 18 contains the following provisions : 

" The High Contracting Parties, desiring to secure that the dernilitarisation of the 
Straits and of the contiguous zones shall net constitute an unjustifiable danger to the 

s 
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military security of Turkey, and that no act of. war should imperil the freedom of the 
Straits or the safety of the demilitarised zones, agree as follows :. . . . 

"Should the freedom of navigation of th~ ~traits or.the secunty of the demihtansed 
zones be imperilled by a violation of the proVIsions relating ~o freedom o! passag~, or by 
a surprise attack or some act of war or threat of war, ~he ~gh ~ontrl!-ctmg_Partles, and 
in any case France, Great Britain, Italy and Japan, actmg m conJunction, Will meet sue~ 
violation attack or other act of war or threat of war, by all the means that the Council 
of the ~ague of Nations may decide for this purpose. · 

" So soon as the circumstance which may have necessitated the action provided for 
- in the preceding paragraph shall have ende?, the re!Jime of th_e Straits as laid down by the. 

terms of the present Convention shall agam be stnctly apphed. . . . .. 
" The present provision, which forms an integral pa~ o~ those ~lating to the. de~h

tarisation and to the freedom of the Straits, does not preJUdice the nghts and obligations 
of the High Contracting Parties under the Covenant of the League of Nations. " 

The Treaty of Lausanne also includes another Co_nventi~n respecting t~e Thracia~ frontier. 
This Convention declares that the said Powers, bemg deSirous of ensunng the mamtenance 
of peace on the frontiers of Thrace, and considering it ~ecessary ~or this purpose thjlt cert~n 
special reciprocal measures should be taken .on both sides of this frontier, have agreed (m · 
Article 1) that from the .<Egean Sea to the Bla~k Sea the territories extending .~n b?th sides 
of the frontiers separating Turkey from Bulgana and from Greece shall be dermlitansed to a 
depth of about 30 kilometers. · . · · 

· According to Article 4, in the event of one of the bordering Powers whose territory forms 
the subject of the present Convention having any complaint to make respecting the observanc.e 
of the preceding provisions, this complaint shall be brought by that Power before the Council 
of the League of Nations. · 

(g) The Treaty signed at Locarno on October 16th, 1925, between Germany, Belgium, 
France, Great Britain and Italy, provides in Article 2 that : 

. J 

" Germany and Belgium, and also Germany and France, mutually undertake ~hat 
they will in no case attack or invade each other or resort to war against each other. 

" This stipulation shall not, however, apply in the case of the exercise of the right 
of legitimate defence, that is to say, resistance to a violation of the undertaking contained 
in the previous paragraph, or to a flagrant breach of Articles 42 or 43 of the said Treaty 
of Versailles, if such breach constitutes an unprovoked act of aggression, and, by reason 
of the assembly of armed forces in the demilitarised zone, immediate action is necessary. " 

III. A.RTiciu: 11 OF THE COVENANT : STUDY OF THIS ARTICLE WITH REFERENCE TO wORK 

ALREADY DONE AND IN PROGRESS. 

Introduction. 

125. Article 11 covers all cases of armed conflict. In this respect, its scope is wider than 
that of Articles 10, 16 and 17 of the Covenant. It may be said that these latter articles deal 
with ouly certain of the armed conflicts covered by Article 11. 

1~6. U~der Artic~e 11, -the ~ague of Nations has the most extensive competence. The 
Co!lncil can mtervene m any conflict, _whether the parties are Members of the League or not. 
It Is equally competent whether there Is resort to war or a threat of war and it can take action 
~n time ~o pr~vent hostilities or to tenninate them if they have already be~n begun. Its authority 
Is exerc!sed. m any war - not only in .a war contrary to' Articles 12, 13 and 15, but also in a 
wl!-r which.Is not contrl!-ry to t~ose articles. If the procedure contemplated in Article 15 has 
failed, Artic~e 11 re~runs applicable, and offers a possibility of renewing efforts to prevent 
":'ar. E~en if there Is no. threa~ of war,_ but merely circumstances affecting international rela
tions which threaten to disturb mternational peace or the good understanding between nations . 
the case may be brought to the Council's attention. ' 

127. The resou.rces at the League's command are also very extensive. The extremely 
general terms of :\ftic!~ 11 -" any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard 
~he peace of nati.ons - allow of all suitable measures being taken. Within the limits of · 
Its :powers, and With?ut pr~ju~ce to the rights of the Members of the League, on whom Article 
11 Imposes no special obligation, the Council, in consciousness of its responsibilities under 
the Cov_enant, may ch~ose at its discr~tion whatever measures it thinks expedient. Moreover, 
pfroceeh dings under Artit:le 11 do not m any way exclude proceedings under other provisions o t e Covenant. 

he 128. The difference between Articles 10 and 12-16 on the one hand and Article 11 on the 
ot r hand may be expressed as follows : . 

f theArtLeicle 10 pr~cts the territorial integrity and political independence of every Member 
o ague agamst all external aggressicn. 
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Articles 12-16 prescribe the procedure to be followed in the event of disputes, and the 
rights and obligations thence derived by Members. 

Article 11 is the essential expression of the principles of the League, and is designed to 
protect the interests of all. It does not impose upon Members of the League any obligations 
which can be rigidly specified ; the Council's action under this article is political rather than 
judicial. 
, It is in Article 11 that the moral factors and the solidarity of the Members of the League 
are most clearly brought out. 

129. The systematic preparation of the Council's action under Article 11 has two aspects 
- a technical and a political aspect. · 

The technical aspect relates to communications of importance to the League at times of 
emergency. . It is studied in a special chapter of this memorandum. 

The political aspect has already been dealt with in the Report submitted by the Committee 
of the Council on point 1 (b) of the French proposal to the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference (document A. 14. 1927. V, pages 76 et seq.) (Report approved by 

. the Assembly and the Council). The report may be said to have laid the foundations for the 
systematic preparation of the Council's action under Article 11. In this study, an attempt 
will be made to ascertain whether it can be completed. 

130. It is important to make it clear at the outset that the systematic preparation of the 
Council's action under Article 11 can never be a code of procedure. 

·As was very well pointed out in the report of the Committee of the Council, it is not possible 
to enumerate all the measures that might be taken ; a few of them must be indicated by way 
of example, without underestimating or questioning :the value of those which are not expressly 

. mentioned. The infinite variety of events that may occur in international political life cannot 
be confined in advance in watertight compartments. · 

. . The Council will to a great extent be guided by precedent, and its experience will grow 
with the progress of its political work. 

How Article 11 comes into Operation. 

131. Any action by the Council in virtue of Article 11 presupposes that the question at 
issue has been officially laid before the Council. 

Legally speaking; the Council cannot receive notice of a question except from a Member 
of the League. · 

It is not necessary, however, that this Member should be one of the parties to the dispute. 
Any Member of the League, even if not immediately affected, has the right to bring a dispute 
before the Council in virtue of Article 11. 

132. No special form is prescribed for this purpose. Reference may be made to the dispute 
between Panama and Costa Rica, when the Council, meeting at Paris, had before it certain 
reports showing that there was tension between the two countries, and proceeded to discuss 
the matter. 

· 133. Nevertheless, if, in .accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 11, the Secretary-General 
is to be able to summon a meeting of the Council forthwith, one of the Melnbers of the League 

· must have requested him to do so. 

134. In certain cases, Governments may think it more expedient to refer to paragraph 2 
of Article 11 than to paragraph 1 of that article. If the question is thought to be sufficiently 
urgent, the Council can be convened without delay in accordance with the rules of procedure 
i1o has itSelf established. In this eventuality, a request for a meeting of the Council must be 
addressed to the Secretary-General. 

135. It is certainly desirable that a State asking for the application of Article 11 should 
make reference to that article. The Council, however, in consciousness of its responsibility, 
will, if necessary~ act in virtue of that article, even if no specific reference is made to it. 

136. The Council must not interfere in disputes without a serious reason, or as long as there 
is still some hope of an amicable settlement. 

137. In the event of war or a threat of war, the Council can always act under Article 11, 
paragraph 1, even if another article is invoked or if proceedings have already been entered 
upon in virtue of another article. This question is considered in the memorandum on arbitration 
and conciliation. 

138. Even if a dispute is submitted to a special tribunal, it is possible in certain cases 
that such tension may develop between the two States as to amount to a threat of war. The 
Council can then intervene under Article 11. This is explicitly recognised in the Locarno 
agreements, where it is stated that nothing in the agreements is to be interpreted as restricting 
the duty of the League to take whatever action may be deemed wise and effectual to safe
guard the peace of the world. 

An observation 'to the same effect has been made in the memorandum on arbitration and 
conciliation. 

139. Experience shows that in certain cases it may be expedient to resort to all possible 
means of direct conciliation, and to the good offic~s of third Powers, before bringing a dispute 
before the Council. Article 11 is sufficiently elastic to allow of this. 



-148-

M de Brouckere dele"ate of Bel!!i.um in calling the attention of the Third Committee 
of the ·last Ass~mbly'to ~hls point, raised ~hethqu3~tio~ wh~~~rs~~~e~~~~ci~ ~~~~y ~~ts;~c~~~ 
events to keep m touch w1th developments m e 1spu e. "' f . b t"al 
attention Nevertheless if efforts of conciliation are to be success ul, It mf e ~den 1 

that the • uestion should be discussed bv a very small number of Powers. t ~ou seem 
that the qarties concerned must be left full latitude to decide whet~er the Council should be 
ke t info~ned of the developments of the case so long as the question has not actually been 
sJmitted to the Council. There have.been cases in whi~h Members o! t~e L~ague_ have tho!-lght 
it desirable to make such communicatiOns to the Council.. Gre~t.Bntai? d1.d so ~n the Chmese 
question (Declaration by the British Government concernmg Bntis~ pohc_y m Chu~a, Febru~ry 
8th, 1927); the Albanian and Serb-Croat-Slovene Governments d1d ·SO m .the d1sp~te which 
arose out of the arrest of the dragoman of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Le~atwn at Tirana. It 
must also be remembered that the Governments'Membets of the Council are kept abreast of 
political dev.elopments by their diplomatic agents. 

Application of Article 11. 

(a) Cases covered by Article 11, Paragraph 2, of the Covenant, and Similar Cases. 
140. Even if the threat of war is not an imminent thre~t, it may be useful, _wheJ?- the sit~a

tion is liable to grow worse, to call the attention of the parties to theu~dertalnngs mto wh~ch 
they have entered in virtue of the Covenant, and to u!ge.t~em to refram from any_act wh1~h 
might increase the tension. The Council h~s acted m this way on sev~ral occasions .-· m 
connection with the Aland Islands question between Sweden and Fmland, th~ dispute 
between Costa Rica and Panama, the frontier disputes between Albania and her neighbour~, 
the Mosul question between Turkey and Iraq~ t~e incursion of armed bands from Bulgaria 
into neighbouring States, and the Italo-Greek mc1dent at Corfu. 

141. The Council mav also send a commission to the spot, with the consent of the party 
to whose territories it is to proceed, to enquire into the situation on the frontier areas of the 
parties to the dispute; this was done in the dispute between Turkey and Iraq. 

142. The-Council may also endeavour to hasten the settlement of the question actually 
at issue ; an example of this is the frontier dispute between Albania and her .neighbours. · 

143~ If a rupture has taken place, the Council may take steps to mitigate its effects. In 
the first Polish-Lithuanian dispute, it recommended the parties to re-estahlish consular rela
tions and free communication, and when these efforts proved unsuccessful it requested them 
to eutrnst their interests to friendly Powers. · 

144. In other cases it may be useful to recommend to the parties measures which, from 
the military point of view, will furnish pledges of their peaceful intentions towards each 
other; such measures are the withdrawal of troops from the frontier, reduction of effectives, 
demobilisation, etc. · · · · 

(b) Cases covered bg Article 11, Paragraph 1. 

145; The Committee of the Council points out in its report that the Council may indicate 
to the parties from what movements of troops, mobili~ation operations and other measures 
of the same kind it recommends them to refrain. 

146. A fortiori, in the hypothesis put forward in paragraph 1 of Article 11, the Council 
may recommend to the parties the demobilisation and other measures indicated in the 
preceding paragraph. · • 

147. Expe~~nce shows that it is very often the impression of being exposed to a military 
. threat that nullifies efforts to prevent war. We must here refer to the observations marie by 

Sir Austen Chamberlain at the thirty-third session of the Council to the effect that all the 
military preparations of a State to deal its adversary a crushing blow immediately on the out
break of war may already have been made in normal times, and may constitute a very serious 
threat to the opponent at a time of crisis. 

148. Another important point which should be mentioned is that of the localisation of 
th~ co~ct. All the ~ouncil's efforts to prevent hostilities may prove to be vain if other coun
tnes besides the parties to t~e dispute take military action against either of those parties. 
Even what are call~d precautiOnary measures or demonstrations are liable to do irreparable 
harm.· . The. Council can take the same measures against third· States as against the parties. 

ThiS p~mt se~ms to call for the Council's special attention in-cases where military alliances 
or convenbons.might operate, particularly if these agreements allow of military action being 
taken au.tomabcally or spontaneously. This point is examined in. detail in·the memorandum 
on secunty. 

149. In order ~ terminate hostilities that have already been engaged, the Council may 
~commend the part1es to conclude an armistice. This was done in the first Polish-Uthuanian 
dispute. · 

150. . In order to keep abreast of developments during the intervals between sessions 
~ Council may confer powers according to the case, either on the acting President or on th~ 

'pporteur on the question at issue, or on 'both jointly. It may also appoint a committee 
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of certain of its members. An instance of this is to be found in the first Polish-Lithuanian-
0 

dispute. Mention may also be made of M. Briand's intervention in the Greco-Bulgarian 
dispute. 

(c) Special Cases. 

151. Article 11 is still applicable ~hen the procedure under Article 15 has been exhausted. 
The following situations can be imagined as arising in regard to Article 15 : 

(a) The Council is not able to r~.commend a solution unanimously. · 
(b) The Council is unanimous in recommending a solution, but this solution is rejected 

by .one or both of the parties. 
(c) The Council recognises that the dispute concerns a question which, under inter

national _law, is within the domestic jurisdiction of one of the parties. 
152. In these hypotheses the Council may always obtain information as to what the parties 

propose to do after the expiry of the time-limits provided for in Article 12. It may recommend 
the "Parties to extend these time-limits. It may propose measures to prevent the situation 
from becoming .more acute. 

153. · If there is a unanimous recommendation, the Council may endeavour to induce the 
party or parties who have rejected its solution to accrpt any suggestions it may make. 

It may he recalled that in the hypothesis covered by Article 15, paragraph 8, the Geneva 
Protocol provided that, even if the question were held by the Permanent Court or by the Council 

_to be a matter solely within the domestic jurisdiction of one State, this decision should not 
,prevent consideration of the situation by the Council or by the Assembly under Article 11 of 
the Covenant. · 

(d) Measures of Conservancy. 

0 154. It is difficult to eimmerate all the steps that the Council might take as measures of 
conservancy under Article 11, but valuable suggestions on this point are to be found in the 
Locarno agreements. 

These agreements provide that, if a question covered by the agreements is laid before the 
Council, the latter shall ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken ; and that the 
parties undertake to accept such measures, to abstain from all measures lil{ely to have a reper
cussion prejudicial to the execution of the decision or to the arrangements proposed by the 
Council, and, in general, to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate 
or extend the dispute. · 

155. It might be suggested that, in the case of a dispute between Powers which are not 
signatories of the Locarno arbitration treaties, the Couneil should recommend the ·parties to 
enter into similar ·undertakings. 

Final Observations. 

156. The Committee of the Council points out in its report that if, notwithstanding all the 
measures recommended by the Council in virtue of Article 11, war' is resorted to, it is probable 
that the Council's action will have marle it possible to determine which State is the aggressor. 

157. It is not necessarily the State to whose conduct the crisis was originally due which 
is to be regarded as the aggressor ; in certain eventualities it might possibly be the other party 
which ought to be regarded as the aggressor, if it. has deliberately refused to conform to the 
Council's recommendations. The prospect of this possibility will strongly influence the parties 
.to the dispute to accept the measures proposed by the Council. 
• 158. There is another factor of very great importance which will set up a further obstacle 
to prevent nations from being swept into war. As was stated in the Introduction, " it may 
truly be said that before the existence of the League of Nations the national points of view 
were the only ones of which public opinion had any cognisance in times of international crisis. 
The effect of the Council's debates being held in public will be not only that the opponent's 
point of view is likely to become better known in the other country, but also- more important 
still -:- that the official recommendations given by the Council to the parties will furnish the 
public in all countries with the means of forming a judgment ; this factor cannot fail to turn 
governing circles in the different countries concerned towards a pacific settlement. 

" It is difficult to believe that the Government of any of these countries would refuse 
to give full publicity to the official recommendations of the Council. Indeed, such a refusal 
would be taken, not only by foreigners but by the people of the country itself, as very significant 
evidence of the real intentions of the Government. It would be a matter of vital importance 
to any Government to avoid incurring such discredit. " 

IV. ARTICLE 16 OF THE COVENANT: STUDY OF THIS ARTICLE ON THE SAME LINES AS ARTICLE 11. 

Introduction. 

159. The programme of work approved by the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
at its first session includes the study of Article 16 on lines similar to those adopted in studying 

· Article 11. 
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The study of Article 11 followed ·M. de Brouckere's report to the Committee o_f ~he Council 
on Question 1 (b) of the French delegation's proposal to the. Preparatory C?mmission for the 
Disarmament Conference. M. de Brouckere's report dealt With the. two ~rticles (11 ~nd 1~). 

The French proposal referred to some of the questions con~u~;ed m the q'!-esbonnaire 
which had been submitted by the Council to the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference, namely : 

"Question V (a). On what principl~s will i~ be possible to draw D;P a seal~ of arma
ments permissible to the various countnes, t~king mto account partiCularly · 

.. 1. . . • . • . . . • . • • . • . . . . . . . . . • . ~ . . . . . . . . . • . 
· " 8. The degree of security which in the event of aggression a State could receive 

under the provisions of the Covenant, or of separate engagements contracted towards 
that State ? - ' . 

"(b) Can th~ reduction of armaments'be _Promote~ .bY examining possi~le me~ns 
for insuring that the mutual assistance, economiC and military, contemplated m Art~;cle 
16 of the Covenant shall be brought quickly into operation as soon as the a~t of aggressiOn 
has been committed ? " 

The French proposal relating to these questions included the following passage : 

"With reference to Question V (a), 8, and V (b), the Commission considers that, 
in order that a State should be able to calculate to what extent it can consent to the 
reduction or limitation of its armaments, it is essential to determine what method and 

· what machinery are best calculated to give help to that State when attacked. 

" The Commissio~ therefore proposes to suggest to the Council : 

" 1. That methods or regulations should be investigated which would : 
" (a) • . . . • . . . . ~ . • . . • . . • . • • ·. . . . • . . • . . . 
" (b) Enable the Council to take such decisions as may be necessary to enforce the 

obligations of the Covenant as expeditiously as possible. " · 

160. M. de Brouckere's able report on Question 1 (b) was discussed at the fifth session 
of the Committee of the Council. The latter decided, on Lord Cecil's proposal, to undertake 
i=ediately the study of five concrete proposals made in the report, and of the part of the 
report dealing with the measures to be taken in virtue of Article 11. The discussion of the 
part of the report dealing with the general principles of Article 16, and the legal force of the 
1921 resolutions was postponed. · 

The Council, in its resolutions of December 8th, 1926, noted that the Committee of the 
Council proposed to submit a report on Article 16 at a later date, and, in accordance with the 
Committee's suggestions, it requested the Secretary-General to collect all the documents which 
related to the preliminary work carried out by the League in regard to this article. In pursuance 
of this decision, the Secretary-General obtained all the resolutions adopted by the different 
organs of the League with regard to Article 16, and added a memorandum summarising the 
measures taken by the League in this connection (document A.l4.1927.V). 

The study of Article llled to the preparation of the report approved by the Committee of 
the Council on March 15th, 1927, with regard to the methods and regulations which would 
enable the Council to take such decisions as might be necessary to enforce the obligations of 
the Covenant as expeditiously as possible. This report (to which Chapter III of the present 
memorandum referred) was approved by the Assembly at its last ordinary session. 

In the present chapter we propose to continue the study of the application of Article 16. 
c 

The Resolutions of 1921. 

161. The Assembly of 1921 adopted a series of amendments to Article 16. It held over 
the further study of the applicati~n of Arti.cle 16 for a subsequent Assembly. The latter was 
to take as a basis the text of Article 16 as It would stand after the ratification and entry into 
force of the amendments of 1921. The Assembly of 1921, being anxious to provide as far 
~s possible a method by !"'hich Article 16 could be applied until the amendments should come 
mto fo~ce, adopted a senes of nineteen resolutions, the aim of which is indicated in the first 
resolution: 

" 1. The resolutions and the proposals for amendments to Article 16 which have 
been l}dopted by the Assembly shall, so long as the amendments have not been put into 
force m the form recommended by; t.he Covenant, constitute rules for guidance which the 
Assembly recol!lmends, a.s a ~rovisiOnal measure, to the Council and to the Members 
of the League m connectiOn With the application of Article 16. " 

The Assembly thus desired to lay down provisional rules to be acted upon until the amend
men~ adc:fted were p~t into fo~ce. Provisionally, and pending their ratification, these amend
=~ f~t the resolutions relatmg t~ereto were to serve as guiding principles. It should be 
16 h" h mor~ t~an o'!e of the mneteen resolutions was based, not on the text of Article M: d~ B~ou~~~:,n or~ m. 1921, b~t on the text re~ulting from the 1921 amendments. 

s repo glves a senes of ex~mples whlch we need not enumerate here. 
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The 1921 anrendments have not come into force. They lack the ratification required of 
severaL Members of the Council. · 

Thus the state of affairs to which the first resolution quoted above refers ·has lasted much 
longer than was anticipated by the Assembly in 1921. 

162. This situation is far from satisfactory. The old text is still in force_, notwithstanding 
the numerous ratifications obtained by the 1921 amendments. The fate of these amendments 
depends upon :the decision of a few Members only. It is desirable that this uncertainty should 
be put an end to by the ratification of these amendments in the near future or their final aban
donment. It ~s worth r~calling here the amendment adopted by the Assembly on October 
3rd, 1921, addmg to Article 26 of the Covenant a paragraph to be worded as follows:· " If 
the required number of ratifications shall not have been obtained within twenty-two months 
after the vote of the Assembly, the proposed amendment shall remain without effect ". This 

.. amendment, howey% has not,yet obtained the necessary number of ratifications. 
f./- . . ' -- - -

'l'<_._J63.J..-i!l. so far as t-he 1921 resolutions are not compatible with Article 16 as it stands, they 
cannot be given force of law. Those which are in conformity with the Covenant retain their 
value. ·On the one hand, -it must be -recognised, as is done in M. de Brouckere's report, that 
neither the amendments which have not come into force nor there solutions can impose on 
a Member any new obligation or release him from obligations which he has already contracted. 
But it cannot be denied that both the amendments and the resolutions constitute suggestions 

· of the greatest interest. In so far as the resolutions are in agreement with the Covenant, they 
can be regarded as indicating the view taken by the Council and the Assembly of the scope 

·of Article 16, and as announcing the way in which they intend to apply this article if the need 
should arise. · 

:I • • Interpretation of Article 16. 

164. The study of Article 16 has given rise to more than one controversy on the exact 
scope of the terms of the article. In order to remedy this, is it necessary to endeavour once 
again to give a more or less official interpretation ? Is it necessary, for exampie, to define 
what is meant by the expression ·~ resort to war " in the first line of the article 'l It must be 
recognised that it would be extremely desirable to arrive at a generally accepted interpretation 
which would put an end to many controversies. It is worth recalling here the words of the 
·fourth resolution of 1921 : 

" 4, It is the duty of each Member of the League to decide for itself whether a breach 
of the Covenant has been committed. The fulfilment of their duties under Article 16 
is required from Members of the Lea'gue by the express terms of the Covenant, and they 
cannot neglect them without breach of their treaty obligations. " 

This doctrine is generally accepted to-day, and even if it were not the Council r.ould not 
invoke a text or apply a sanction to oblige a Member to obey a decision of the Council in virtue 
of. Article 16 which that Member did not consider to be well founded. It is the Members 
themselves who ·must decide on the performance of their obligations under Article 16. It 
must therefore be realised that when they are called upon to take this extremely grave decision 
they will be guided by their own conception of their obligations under Article 16. 

165. We may go even further than this. If ever the question of the application of Article 
16 arose, the decision of the different countries -\vould not depend on interpretations, however 
authoritative, or on the deductions of lawyers ; the great question would be whether the prin
ciple of Article 16 was or was not a living reality. To carry out the grave obligations con
tained in Article 16, States would have to be inspired by the spirit of responsibility and 
sQlidarity which is at the root of Article 16 and of the whole League of Nations. 

. 166. While it appears wise to leave it to the lessons of experience to provide material 
for defining in future the provisions of Article 16, it must also be recognised that there would 
be a certain danger in fixing in an inunutable form the measures which might be taken in appli
cation of these texts. 

Indeed, an interpretation providing hard-and-fast criteria for deciding whether th~re is 
resort to war or not might force the Council and the Members to declare that the conditions of 
Article 16 were present at a time when there was still room for doubt as to whether there had 
really been resort to war, and for hope that the mediation of the Council might stop the hos
tilities which had begun, and prevent the irrevocable operation of Article 16. We may recall 
the observations made in the chapter on Article 10 concerning the criteria to be taken as a 
basis in determining the aggressor. 

Application of the Article. 

167. We now come to the measures which can be taken to prepare the application of 
Article 16. A distinction must here be made between preparing the application of Articles 
11 and 16. The action exercised under Article 11 aims at safeguarding the peace of nations; 
it is conciliatory and pacifying in its object. 

Article 16 is applied at a more advanced stage of the dispute. As l\1. de Brouckere's 
report justly says, it lays down terrible measures for the extreme case in which the pacific 
endeavours of the League finally fail before the criminal determination of a State resolved 
on war. Thus, to prepare the application of Aqicle 11 is to prepare a pacific action, and to 
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re are the a lication of Article 16 is to prepare to take measu_res of ~xt~ell!e gravity.. To 
Pr/ are the c~~ncil's action under Article 11 is to prepare an ac~wn which. rt IS h?ped Will be 
~xe~ed in time and will be successful, while to :prepare the executiOn of Article 16 IS to prepare 
for action which it is hoped will never be reqmred. 

168. Preparation of the application of Article 16 may be c?nceived. in tw? dif~erent forms. 
The preparation might consist in special measures to be applied to given Situations. 

1 
Every 

eventuality would have to be considered. One might even go_ as fa_r as to draw up P ans of 
campaign for cases of aggression,. On the other .han?, prep~ratwn .might also ~e general and 
might aim at creating a situation which would msp1re confidence .m the ef!ectiveness ;of !he 
League's organs and in the readiness of Members to perform ~heir duty If ,the apphcat1on 
of Article 16 became necessary. It· is above a!~ in the latt~r sense th~t preparatiOns must 
be made for the application of the article. IJniike th~ spec1~l pr~p~ration~ the_general pre
paration does not involve the danger of arousmg conflicts by rmagmmg their eXIstence. 

169. The preparation of the military sanctions provided for in Article 16 does not ~eem 
likely to promote mutual confidence between the States Members of th:e Lea~e of N_atwns, 
if at the same time pacific procedure suitable for the settlement of all mte.rnahonal. d~spu~es 
is not organised, and if there is not also a general agreement on the reductiOn and lnnitatwn 
of armaments. · · 

170 In making preparations for the application of Article 11, that of Article 16 is also to 
a great ~xtent prepared. This is easily understood if it is realised. th~t the ap:plication of the 
measures pro~ded for by Article 16 does not take place at the begmnmg of a diSpute but o~ly 
when it is proved that a Serious c~is is no longer capable of a peaceful solu.tion. The question 
of the application of Article 16 Will therefore not come before the Council and the Members 
without the Council having first to deal with the. conflict !n virtue of Article .11 and similar 
articles. The application of the procedure of Article 11 Will be for the Council the best pre
paration for the per{ormance of its duties under Article 16. This procedure will enlighten 
it as to.thc attirude of the two parties, and supply it with valuable information which will 
enable it to give the Members of the League the guidance and the recommendations to which 
they are entitled. 

171. It is not the Council which has the last word on the measures to be taken in execution 
of Article 16. It is for the Members, bearing constantly in mind their duty, to enforce respect 
for the Covenant, to decide upon what measures they can take. To deal effectively with 
the aggressor, co-operation is essential. It is clear that, for this co-operation to succeed, it is 
most desirable that States should have the guidance, in regard to the general situation, of 
a weighty and authoritative opini9n. As to military action against the aggressor, Article 
16 itself instructs the Council to make recommendations to the Members. The provisional 
injunctions of 1921 added that, if necessary, it would be for the Council to recommend to the 
Members a plan for joint action co-ordinating the economic, commercial and financial measures 
to be taken. This is a valuable suggestion going beyond the provisional framework of the 
1921 resolutions. The part assigned to the Council is in perfect harmony with the central 
position given to it by the Covenant. 

172. For the recommendations it will have to make, the Council will need very full 
information on various points. In one of its resolutions of December 8th, 1926, the Council 
request~d the Secretary-General to collect systematically precise information regarding the 
eco~omic and financial relations of the various States with a view to a possible application of 
~cle 16 of the C?venant, and to carry out this work in accordance with a plan to be sub
mitted to the Council by the Secretary-General after consulting the technical organs of the 

. Lea,oue, including, if necessary, the· Joint Commission. Correspondence has since passed between 
the Secretary-General and the Economic and Finimcial Committees of the League with reaaJ;d 
to the plan to be drawn up. _ " 

In a letter dated Octob~r 13th, 1927 (see Sub-Ann,ex 1), the Financial Committee informed 
the ~cretary-Ge~eral that It could not but feel that such a new form of enquiry might cause 
a ffi!S~!nderstandmg of the :pu_rpose of. the pr~sent work of collec~ng and publishing trade 
~tisi;Ics and other economic !~ormation, which was undertaken m the general interests of 
~c1entific knowledg~ and practical economic purposes. The Committee thought it of great 
IIDpo~nce that thiS work should be continued and developed on its present lines and said· 
that It would greatly regret any action which might restrict it or render it more difficult. 

173. At the same time the C?mmittee recogni~ed that, apart from the. duties falling upon 
the.sev~ral States, the League mrght have a very Important part to play m securing due co
ord~nabon between the meas~res taken in the different countries, and that it was therefore 
d_esirable that, when ~he occasiOI_I arose, th~ Leag~e should have at its disposal both the informa
tion and expert ad~c~ and assiStance ~hie~ m1g_h~ be required in the circumstances peculiar 
~ any P!lrticular CCISIS. In the ~omm1ttee s opmwn, these requirements could only be met 

1J secb urmg, as soon as the occasion arose, the expert assistance and information which the 
em er States were alone in a position to give. 

menf~~i~;t~es~ circ~~ta~s, t~e Committee rec?mmended ~ha_t, apart from the develop-· 
rn d . nsJon ° e ague s work of collcctmg economic mformation on the present 
ho:'~~r r~;~;:b~: ~fa~oseh no

1
deb form of ~nquiry_should be instituted. It recommended, 

tions un'der Article 16 to 5 d ~k ~asked, m add1tJ?n to carrying out their specific obliga
arose, the economic a~d fi~~n~ial infe 0 pltll;Ce ~t tthhe .diSposal ?f the ~eague, when the need 

orma IQn m e1r possession which was relevant. to the 
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. particular crisis, and the advice and assistance of competent experts in order to help the League 
to secure due co-ordination between the measures taken by the different Member States. 

- 175. The Economic Committee's opinion, which ~ill be found in its letter to the Secretary
General of December 21st, 1927 (see Sub-Annex 2), IS to the same effect. Accordina to the 
authoritative opinion of these two Committees, the League of Nations should confi';;e itself 
for the moment to collecting and publishing commercial statistics and other economic parti
culars which have_already been compiled. If it should become necessary to apply Article 16 
the Council would obtain the opinion of the economic and financial experts of the countrie~ 
specially concerned in the sanctions, and would thus obtain the knowledae necessary for draw-
ing up its recommendations. 

0 

.-176. '.Ve might now go into the details of the measures to be taken in the case provided 
for m Article 16. We may quote the first sentence of the tenth resolution of 1921 : 

" It is not possible to decide beforehand, and in detail, the various measures of an 
· economic, commercial and financial nature to be taken in each case where economic pressure 

is to be applied. " -

Indeed, the variety of cases which might arise is such that it is impossible to settle in 
a~vance ":hat measures will be possible and expedient. When the time comes, the Council 
Will act with a full knowledge of the facts acquired by the action it will have taken in virtue 
of the Covenant during the development of the conflict. - · 

• There is therefore no question of drawing up a code of procedure for the application of 
~-Article 16. · 

It is possible, however, to formulate in a general manner a series of indications and recom
mendations capable of guiding the Council and the Members of the League without restricting 
the freedom of the League's organs to judge at any time the best line of action to take, and 
without diminishing or increasing the rights and duties of the· Members under the Covenant. 
Indications of this kind will be found summarised in the conclusions at the end of this 
memorandum. 

177. Sub-Annex 1 to Chapter IV. ' 

REPLY OF THE FINANCIAL COMMITTEE ON THE SYSTEMATIC COLLECTION OF INFORMATION. 

The Committee considered very carefully the following resolution- of the Council : 

" The Council requests the Secretary-General : 

" (a) To collect systematically precise information regarding the economic and 
financial relations of the various States, with a view to a possible application of Article 16 
of the Covenant. This work will be carried out in accordance with a plan to be submitted 
to the Council by the Secretary-General after consulting the technical organisations of 
the League, including, if necessary, the Joint Commission. " · 

The Committee fully realises that it is essential that the provisions of Article 16 as to the 
severance of economic and financial relations should he enforced by Member States effectively 
and without delay, as soon as the necessity arises, and appreciates the importance of the part 
which th~ League's central organisation may play in securing this result. 
• The Committee cannot but feel, however, that such a new form of enquiry might cause 
a misunderstanding of the purposes of the present work of collecting and publishing trade 
statistics and other economic information which is undertaken in the general interests of scien
tific knowledge and practical economic purposes. The Committee thinks it of great importance 
that this work should be ·continued and developed on its present lines, and would greatly 
regret any action which might restrict it or render it more difficult. 

At the same time the Committee recognises that, apart from the duties falling upon the 
several States, the League may have-a very important part to play in securing due co-ordination 
between the measures taken in the different countries, and that it is therefore desirable that, 

· when the occasion arises, the League should have at its disposal both the information and 
'---..-t>.xpert advice and assistance_ which may be required in the circumstances peculiar to any 

particular crisis. These requirements can, in the .Committee's opinion, only be met by securing, 
as soon as the occasion arises, the expert assistance and information which the Member States 
are alone in a position to give. 

In these circumstances, the Committee recommends that, apart from the development 
and extension of the League'!! work of collecting economic information on the present lines 
and for its present purpose, no new form of enquiry should be instituted. It recommends, 
however that Member States should be asked, in addition to carrying out their specific obli
gations ~nder Article 16, to und~rt~e to pl~ce ~t the .disposal ?f the L:eagt_re, when the need 
arises the economic and financral rnformation m therr possessiOn, which IS relevant to the 
parti~ular crisis, and the advice and assistance of competent experts in order to help the 
League to secure due cq-ordination between the measures taken by the different l\Iember 
States. • 
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178. Sub-Annex 2 to Chapter IV. 

REPLY OF THE ECONOMIC COMMITTEE ON THE SYSTEMATIC COLLECTION OF INFORMATION. 

In response to the reques~ for an opinio~.as to the most expedient means whereby it may 
be possible 

" to collect systematically precise information regarding ~he _economic _and financial 
relations of the various States, with a view to a possible application of Article 1? of the 
Covenant " ; the work to " be carried out in accordance with a J?lan to b~ su~llrutted to 
the· Council by the Secretary-General a!ter cons~ti~g t,~e techrucal orgarusations of the 
League, including, if necessary, the Jomt CommiSSIOn , -

the Economic Committee stuclled the question with the object of permitting as effecti':e and 
speedy an application as possible of t~e provi~ions of Article 16 of the Covenant, relating to 
the severance of economic and financial relations. . . . . 

In so doing it decided that it was necessary to ru.-~erentiate betw~en Information ?f an 
international character which would be at the Council s permanent disposal and the mfor
mation of a national character to which the Council should be able to call for in the event.of 
the contingency mentioned in Article 16 arising, or for the P?-rposes of preparatory studies · 
or the institution of measures designed to meet such a contingency. · . · . 
. As regards the question of information of ~n international character, ~he Ecol:loffilc C~m
mittee is of opinion that it would not be expedient to contemplate collecting any mformat10n 
other than that which it already possesses. 

With the information at its disposal, .the Council will be able to estimate the resources 
for which any State is dependent on foreign help and those which it possesses within its own 
territory. It would be useless to attempt to rectify or supplement these data by a study of 
the plans of each country for remedying its dependence on foreign help or increasing its own 
resources in the contingency mentioned in Article 16 of the Covenant. As regards these national 
plans, which may in some cases be of assistance in interpreting international statistics, the 
Committee possesses no powers -of investigation. . · 

The Committee decided accordingly that the general international information, so far 
as the Committee has access to it, could not be considered of supreme value from the point 
of view of the contingencies contemplated by Article 16 or the studies connected therewith. 

For this purpose, the most valuable source of information is the national material, dealing, 
on the one hand, with the resources and requirements of each country and the means· whereby 
it proposes to increase the frrst and supply the second; and, on the other, with the assistance 
which it hopes to obtain from abroad. The Economic Committee is of opinion therefore that 
every Government should be able at any moment to supply information of this nature, which 
might be used in the circumstances mentioned in Article 16 and for the purposes of the joint 
studies that the League organisations might decide to undertake in view.of those circumstances. 

The Committee desires to emphasise the fact that the national information should not 
only be available in writing but should, if necessary, be analysed, explained and substantiated 
by experts appointed in advance by each Government. 

The Committee is convinced that the international statistical·work in which it is engaged 
and the national information which it recommends should be collected, would enable the Secre
tariat of the League to comply with the obligations imposed on the League by the Covenant. 

V. COMMUNICATIONS OF THE LEAGUE IN TIME 01'. EMERGENCY. • 

. 179 •. In the stu~y of Article _11, in Chapter III, it has already been pointed out that the 
syste~tic _preparation of the Council's action under this article has a political as well as a 
~hrucal side. The latter includes the question of communications affecting the League in 
time of emergency. · 

180. The quE!Sti~n of Lea~ue communications in time of emergency is important not 
only_ for the application of Article 11, but also for that of other articles of the Covenant, in 
particular Artic~es 4, 10, 15, 16 and 17. The effectiveness of the action taken by the Council 
under these articles depends to ~ large extent on. the rapidity with which the Council can 
a~mb~e. The sooner th~ Council can me.et .. the more rapid will be its intervention for the 
mamtainance or restoration of peace. This IS an important factor affecting security. 

th ~8~ The last Assembly again .s~ted categoricaily on this point that it is incumbent upon 
e e ~rs of the Le~gue t? facilitate the meeting of the Council in time of emergency by 

every available means m their power. · 

Gene~82· The r~pid assembling of the Council, however, is not the only imp~rtant point. 
~dly1 speaktng! every effort should be made to ensure that the following steps are taken 

as rapt y as possible : · . 

1. 
2. 

Appeal to the League from a Member of the League · 
Communication between the Seci;etary-General and th; Members of the Council ; 
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3. Communication between the Secretary-General and the President of the Council ; 
4. Communication between the President of the Council and the Secretary-General, 

and the States concerned ; 
5. The assembling of the members of the Council at Geneva or in any other place; 
6. The conveyance to the spot of the special missions despatched by the Council. 

. 183: With th_e ~xception of the ~eeting of the Council and the _despatch to the spot of 
mstructions or missions, all these pomts are dependent on telegraphic or telephonic commu
nications, by wire or wireless. 

184. The importance of rapid communications was clearly shown during the frontier 
incident between Bulgaria and Greece. The Commission of Enquiry into this incident stated 
il_l its report that '.' the saving of ~ few minutes may p~event a catastr~phe. In the present 
circumstances, which were exceedingly favourable - m that the President of the Council 
received a telephone message one hour after Bulgaria's appeal had been received by the 
Secretary-General - a military operation which might have had the most dangerous results 
was only just prevented". . .. 

· 185. The question of communications was also raised by M. Paul-Boncour at the first 
session of the Preparatory Commission. He said that under certain circumstances rapidity 
of action was one of the essential conditions for the prevention of war. M. de Brouckere expressed 
a similar opinion when he said that whatever action was to be taken must be taken more rapidly 
than an army could be mobilised, an operation which was always carried out with the utmost 

, speed. . . 

186. The first enquiries undertaken, at the.request of the Council, by the Advisory Com
mittee on Communications and Transit have already resulted in the framing of definite proposals 
which have been approved by the Administrations concerned and which will enable the best 
use to be made' of existing means of communication by rail as well as by water, by telegraph 
and telephone, etc. 

187. The Council, however, desired to go a step further. On the Council's instructions, 
the Advisory Committee on Communications and Transit is already studying the possibility 
of establishing for the requirements of the League of Nations, particularly at times of emer
gency, independent means of communication which would be entirely at its disposal and 
therefore infinitely less likely to be affected by the disturbances which a crisis is bound to 
produce in the normal working of communications under the control of Governments.' 

188. The Transit Committee is therefore considering the possibility of securing for the 
League of Nations independent means of communication by air as well as the establishment 
of a radio-telegraphic station belonging to the League, which will enable it to communicate 
independently with the greatest possible number of its Members. 

189. The Committee on Arbitration and Security is bound to concern itself with these 
questions. Any measures to increase the safety and speed of the communications necessary 
for the working of the League organs at times of emergency will strengthen general security. 
In particular, the Committee must, in cases of serious emergency, attach great importance to 
the possibility of safeguarding the independence of the League's means of communication. 

190. The adoption of the measures contemplated will show in a practical and tangible 
manner that the Members of the League are determined that the League shall be an effectiv~ 
instrument for action, and will, in the eyes of all, be a striking demonstration of solidarity. 

Vl. STUDY OF THE SCHEME OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO BE GIVEN TO STATES THREATENED 

WITH AGGRESSION. 

Introduction. 

191. The resolution adopted by the Committee on Arbitration and Security at its first 
session defines the study which it desires to carry out as follows : 

" Study of the. scheme of financial assistance to be given to States threatened with 
aggression, and particularly of the preliminary points raised by the Financial Committee : 

" (a) Study of the criteria by which aggression may be presumed and the pro
cedure of the Council in this matter ; 

" (b) Right of participation by States (the question of States not Members 
of .the League). " 

192. With regard to the scheme of financial assistance to be studied, the Assembly, at 
its eighth ordinary session, adopted the following resolution : 

"The Assembly, 
" Having taken note of the plan submitted to the Council by the Financial Committee 

with regard to the Finnish Government's proposal for ensuring financial aid to any State 
victim of aggression ; · 

" Being convinc~d of t~e n~ed f~r a. system of fin~n~ial aid for contri~uting to the 
organisation of secunty, which IS an mdispej!sable prelimmary to general disarmament : 
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" Requests the Council to continue and complete it with a view to its final t~opt~hn 
either by a Disarmament Conference or by a special Conference to be convene or e 

purp?~;.he Assembly suggests to the Council that it would be advisable to submit th~ plan 
referred to, and the documents relating to Article 16 prepared by the LegdalhSe~on t of 
the Secretariat, the observations submitted by the several Governm~nts an, t .e nu es 
of the discussions in the Third Committee on this subject, t~ the comiD!ttee. which It p_roposes 
should be appointed in pursuance of its resolution rela"l(ive to arbitration, secunty and 
disarmament. " 
193. The Council, at its forty-seventh session, referred. the Assembly resolution thro~gh 

the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference to our Committee by the followmg 
resolution : · · · 

" The Council, · fi · 1 
"Notes the Assembly's resolution of September 26th, 1927, concermng m;mcia 

aid to States victims of aggression ; . . . . . . 
" Forwards this resolution to the Preparatory Comn_ussiOn f~r CO!fimumcatJo~ to 

the committee which it is to appoint to study quest!onsr~latmg to ~rbitration and ~ecu~ty ;. 
" Authorises that ljOmmittee to consult the Fmancial. Comnn~tee whenever It. thl_nks 

fit and, if necessary, to request the latter to make tech~1cal studies ?f the quest~ on , . 
" Requests the Financial Committee ~o ~o-operate WI~h the Committee on Arbitration · 

and Security and the Preparatory Comnnss10n ior the Disarmament Conference for the. 
purposes mentioned above. " • 
194. The scheme proposed by the Financial Committee is in its general outline as follows: . 
The State which is the victim of aggression would be assisted by the League to obtain· 

a loan on the money market in the ordinary way. 
The assistance would take the form of a guarantee for the loan. This guarantee would 

be given by the States participating in the scheme, perhaps in the same proportions as their 
contributions to the League. The Convention establishing the scheme would fix a maximum 
limit for the guarantee. If this maximum were fixed at fifty million 'pounds, and if all .the 
Members of the League participated, each State would be called upon to gUarantee the interest 
on and amortisation of a sum equal to about fifty times its annual contribution to the League. 
The signatories of the Convention would deposit general bonds of guarantee with the Secretary
General .or the Trustees (who would be appointed by the Council). When a State which was 
a party to the Convention was attacked and asked for financial assistance under the terms of 
the Convention, the Council of the League would, on the advice of the Financial Committee, 
decide how and to what extent the request should be complied with, and would fix the amount 
of the loan. 

For this purpose the signatories would- exchange the general bonds for "specific bonds 
of guarantee" to the amount required, but not exceeding the total of their guarantees. · 

The" specific bonds of guarantee" would be drawn up in a form generally corresponding 
to that of the bonds deposited with the trustees for the Austrian Reconstruction Loan, and the 
procedure of their operation would be the same. . · 

Should the attacked State default, the " specific bonds " would be presented to their 
signatories. . . · 

The Committee further proposes to s~rength~n the sc?eme by establishing a supplementary 
guarantee whereby a small number of s1gnatones holdmg a very strong financial position 
would guarantee the signatories of the specific bonds for the entire amount. .If necessary 
they would temporarily furnish the funds required for the payments to be made. ' 

Each Government signing the supplementary guarantee would undertake to facilitate 
the public issue, in its country, of loans floated under the Convention.' o 

195. A detailed techrucal examination of the Financial Committee's scheme cannot be 
expecte~ in t~s memor~ndum .. Such an examination would be valueless without the assistance 
of the ;Fma~c1al Comnnttee, which ?as already done ~?rk of very considerable practical impor
tance ~n this. matter. The Council. has made pro'?siOn for this co-operation ; the Security 
Comnnttee will h~ve to arran~e to maugurate It, either through a sub-committee or by any 
other method which seems sUitable. 

. 196. It should be remembered that the British representative on the Council stated that 
his C}o~ernment app~oyed the scheme outlined by the Financial Committee but could only 
accept Ito~ two conditions, namely, t~at.the scheme should form part of an ade uate measure 
of general ?isa!ffiament 3:nd t~at the pnnc1pal States should also accept a satisfaciory allotment 
of the obligations contained m the guarantee. 

1~7. For the moment it seems sufficient to explain the two main points e t' d · th Comnnttee's progrannne. . m n 10ne m e 

Study of the Criteria by which Aggression may be presumed and the Procedu e 1 th c 'l 
in this Malter. r o . e ouncz 

198. Under the Financial Committee's scheme actio th rt f 
!s necesf!3ry before the ~cheme of assistance can ~perat~ f~ the p; ~tea~h guarantor St~te 
IS the vu:tJm of aggressiOn ; the general bonds of guarantee e t bne I oh a country wh!ch 
bonds of guarantee. This is an important p . t Th p· mus. e exc ~nged for specific 

om • e manc1al Committee proposes to 
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make it a matter for the Council to decide whether the financial assistance in c-ontemplation 
shall be given to an attacked State. Notwithstanding the deposit of the general bonds of 
~arante~, however, the Council will not have full _and free d_isposal of th:e guarantee,. but 
will requtre the concurrence of the States. The question then anses whether It will be possible 
in practice to introduce, side by side with the system of Article 16, under which each Member 
of the League is left to decide whether the Covenant has been broken, a different system for 
financial assistance. There arises at the same time the question whether the criteria of aggres
sion should be studied separately in regard to the application of Article 16 and that of the 
scheme of financial assistance. 

. ~99. It is h~rdly to b~ supposed that, having arrivedat_a decision as to whether aggression 
withm the meanmg of Article 16 has taken place and who IS the aggressor, any State will co
operate in giving financial assistance to a country which it cannot recognise as having been 
attacked. No State will lend financial assistance, even if enjoined to do so by the Council, 
to a State which it regards as the aggressor and against which it is applying economic or military 
sanctions. Still less can it be imagined that any State will voluntarily give military assistance 
to one of the belligerents and financial assistance to the other, simply because the criteria 
of aggression are different. It would seem necessary to establish a relation between the 
system of financial assistance and the application of Article 16. Whether the financial assis
tance contemplated in the Financial Committee's scheme constitutes the fulfilment of an 
obligation under Article 16 is a question that has already been discussed. As financial assistance 
under the Financial Committee's scheme will be governed by a special convention, the question 
of the relation in law between this assistance and the obligations embodied in Article 16 can 

. be left open. The essential point, however, is that there must be a relation and concordance 
between the application of Article 16 by any Member and the provision of financial assistance 
by the same Member in the same conflict. · 

200. The position would be different if a system of financial assistance were adopted whereby 
from the outset the Council would have full and free disposal of the funds required to guarantee 
a loan for an attacked State. In that case, the decision as to the according of a guarantee 
could be left in the Council's bands. On the other hand, we may conclude from the Financial 
Committee's report that such a system would encounter technical difficulties ; and statements 
which have been made both in the Council and in the Third Committee of the Eightli Assembly 
suggest that it is doubtful whether all States can be expected to agree to such a scheme. 

201. The conclusion is that financial assistance should be so regulated as to ensure definite 
concordance between decisions taken under Article .16 and decisions regarding financial assis
tance. This object might be attained by mentioning, in the Convention on financial assistance, 
the. cases in which Article 16 applies. 

202. One reservation must, however, be made. Organised financial assistance presupposes 
the participation pf a large number of States and supervision by the Council. Thus, although 
no State can be obliged to co-operate in assisting financially another State which in its opinion 
has not been atta~ked, it must always be remembered that a number of States may be prepared 
to lend their financial aid to a State which in their opinion has been attacked, and that neverthe
less the concerted plan will not come into force, either because a number of other States do not 
admit that the casus frederis has arisen, or because the Council itself has not taken the necessary 
decisions for setting in motion the plan for financial assistance. 

With regard to the procedure to be followed by the Council, the remark which was made 
on the subject of criteria for the designation of the aggressor again applies. On this point also, 
financial assistance must be made to harmonise with the application of sanctions under Article 16. 

203. Here, however, it should be pointed out that the Council may avail itself of the plan 
fgr financial assistance before Article 16 comes into play. By the time this article has to be 
applied, the efforts of the Council to maintain peace have failed. It is the preceding period, 
before the Covenant has been infringed, which is of far greater interest to the League. It 
is on this period - the fact cannot be stated too often - that the League should concentrate 
its efforts with a view to avoiding the dreaded event of the entry into operation of Article 16. 
In this period, too, the plan of financial assistance might already be brought into play and . 
exercise a beneficial influence. Among the means pf pressure which the Council might employ 
when taking action under the various 'llrticles of the Covenant, and particularly Article 11, for 
the prevention of war, n,ot the least effective is the possibility of guaranteeing a loan to a party 
in case of attack. 

204. The holding out of- such a possibility, and if circumstances so required the making 
of actual promises, would be an affirmation of the solidarity on the part of the Members of 
the League with any State which might be attacked, and it would show beforehand that they 
were determined to maintain the principles of the Covenant by action if necessary. If a definite 
plan were prepared, the Council ought to be able to utilise it in this manner when taking action 
under Article 11. 

Right of Countries to participate. (Question of States non-Members of the League.) 
j 

205. There is no reason why any Member of thr. ·League of Nations should be prevented 
from participating in the plan, provided it accedes to the Convention within a definite period. 

206. The question of the participation of States non-Members of the League does not seem 
to be of any practical interest. It is hardly lik~y that a non-Member State would desire to 

' 
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· · A try for which the protection offered 
enter into such close co-operation With the League. ~~rn b •t feels that it will never 
by the League hol~s no pa_rticular ~ttraction ;--;- pos~I l ecau~e ;. n of financial assistance. 
require such protection -will notdesireto partiCipate ill t e orgamsa IO d d Th C 
We do not, however, think that non-Member States shoy~d bbe ~en~{:1:J be;~~uec~ai deci~ono~f 
vention might be open to States non-Members who wou e a rm e · a to 0 into the 
the parties on a unanimous or a majority vote. It does ~ot seem necess ry g . 
details of this question at present. 

VII. CoNCLUSIONs .. 

207. It does not seem advisable to draw up a rigid and complet~ code of ~rocedure for 
the League in times of emergency, and the presen~ memorandum and Its conclusions propose 

- neither to extend nor to curtail the rights and duties ?f the Mel!lb~rs ~f the League. . ... 
It is both feasible and desirable, however, to grve some; illdic.abon of the possibili?es 

offered by the different articles of the Covenan~ and the way ill w~cl;l the;Y m~y be applied, 
without expressing any opinion as _to the particular methods which the illfimte. vanety of 
possible cases may in practice reqmre. 

208. To ensure the effectiveness of the LeafP!e's action in any eventl!-a~ty 1!-nder t_he articles 
of the Covenant and, in particular, u~der ~cles 4, .10, 11 and 16, .It I~ VItally Importa~t 
that the technical studies and preparations for ImproVIng the commumcatlons of the League s 
-organs should be actively pushed forward. 

209. The task of the League of Nations is to maintain peace; to fulfil this task it m.ust, 
above all, prevent war. The applica~ion of repressive ~easu.res, which cann~t but have senous 
consequences, will only take place ill extreme cases ill which the preventive measures have 
unfortunately failed in their object. 

210. With regard to the application. of Afiicle 11,_ the Rep?rt o~ the Committee .of the 
Council, approved by the Assembly at Its eighth. or~n~ry sessiOn, IS a valuable gmde, to 
which the present memorandum adds a few new illdications. 

211. ·A hard-and-fast definition of the expressions" aggression " (Article 10), and" resort · 
to war" (Article 16) would not be free from "danger, since it might oblige the Council and the 
Members of the League to pronounce on a breach of the Covenant and apply sanctions at a 
time when it would still be preferable to refrain for the moment from measures of coercion. 
There would also be the risk that criteria might be taken which, in unforeseen circumstances, 
might lead to a State which was not in reality responsible for hostilities being described as 
an aggressor. · 

212. The preparation of the military sanctions provided for in Article 16 does not seem 
likely to promote mutual confidence between the States Members of the League of Nations 
unless at the same time various forms of pacific procedure suitable for the settlement of all 
international disputes are organised, and unless there is also a general agreement on the reduc-
tion and limitation of armaments. . 

213. In order to facilitat~ the application of Article 16 in case· of need,it is necessary to 
make a full and conscientious use of the other articles of the Covenant and especially of Article 11. 
This article enables the Council to keep in touch with developments in a conflict and so to 
construct a basis for the decisions which it may be called upon to take under Article 16. 

214. It would be desirable to put an end to the uncertainty consequent upon the fact 
that several amendments to Article 16, the majority dating from 1921, have not yet secured 
the necessary number of ratifications, either by securing their ratification in the near future 
or finally abandoning them. . o 

· 215. It would be well that, in the event of resort to war, the Council should declare 
whether a breach of the Covenant has or has not taken place, and should state which of the 
two parties to the dispute has broken the Covenant. 

· 216. In determining the aggressor the Council will find among other factors helping it 
to form .a judgment! a valuable indication in the extent to ~hich and the manner in which 
the_ parties to th!! diSpute have promoted the action previously taken by the Council in appli
cation of the articles of the Covenant, and especially of Article 11, to maintain peace. 
. 217: . Ap~rt ~rom_ ~he recom~enda~ions provided for in paragraph 2 of Article 16 concern
mg participation m _military sanctions, It would be desirable for the Council in some cases to 
make recomm~ndati?ns to ~he Members regarding the application of the measures of economic 
pressure mentio~ed m t~e frr~t paragraph of Article 16. In this eventuality, the Council could 
consult econormc and fmancial experts in the countries specially concerned. · 

218. Th~ study of the question of the financial assistance to be given to· a State victim 
of au ag~resswn s~ould be pursued ~o~~ from the .t~chnical and the political points of view. 
In ca1. rryd mhg oludt hthiS stu~y, the possibility of providing assistance even before Article 16 is 
app Ie , s ou e exammed. ' 
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5. Appendices. 

I. RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ASSEl\ffiLY ON SEPTEl\ffiER 26TH, 
1927 (MORNING). (On the Proposal of the Third Committee.) 

Resolution No. V. 
The Assembly, 
Noting the progress achieved in the technical sphere by the Preparatory Disarmament 

Commission and by the Committee of the Council towards enaj:Jling the Council to be rapidly 
convened and to take decisions hi case of emergency ; . . 

Being anxious to bring about the political conditions calculated to assure the success of 
the work of disarmament ; 

Being convinced that the principal condition of this success is that every State should 
-be sure of not having to provide unaided for its security by means of its own armaments and 
should be able to rely also o·n the organised collective action of the League of Nations ; 

- Affirming that such action should aim chiefly at forestalling or arresting any resort to 
war and if need be at_ effectively protecting any State victim of an aggression; 

Being convinced that the burdens which may thereby be ~posed on the different States 
will be the more readily accepted by them in proportion as 

(a) They are shared in practice by a greater number of States ; 
(b) The individual obligations of States have been more clearly defined and llinited: 

1. ·Recommends the progressive extension of arbitration by means of special or collec
tive agreements, including agreements between States Members and non-Members of the League 
of Nations, so as to extend to all countries the mutual confidence essential to the complete 
su·ccess of the Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments ; 

2. Recalls its resolution of September 24th, 1926, which reads as follows : 
" Being desirous that the investigations, in regard to which the Assembly itself 

took the initiative in its resolution of September 25th, 1925, should be brought to a 
successful conclusion as soon as possible, it requests the Council to call upon the Prepa
ratory Commission to take steps to hasten the completion of the technical work and thus 
be able to draw up, !lt the beginning of next year, the programme for a Conference on the 
Limitation and Reduction- of Armaments corresponding to existing conditions in regard 
to regional and general security, and it asks the Council to convene this Conference before 
the eighth ordinary session of the Assembly, .unless material difficulties render this 

-impossible "; 
· Accordingly ·requests the· Council to urge the Preparatory Commission to hasten the 

completion of its technical work and to convene the Conference on the Limitation and Reduc
tion of Armaments immediately this work has been completed ; 

3. Requests the Council to give the Preparatory Commission, whose task will not be 
confined to the preparation of an initial Conference on the limitation and reduction of arma
ments, and whose work must continue until the firial goal has been achieved, the necessary 
instructions for the creation without delay of a Committee consisting of representatives of 
all the States which have seats on the Commission and are Members of_ the League of Nations, 
other States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so desire. 
• This Committee would be placed at the Commission's disposal and its duty would be to 
consider, on the lines indicated by the Commission, the measures capable of giving all States 
the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them to fix the level of their 
armaments at the lowest possible figures in an international disarmament agreement. · 

The Assembly considers that these measures should be sought : -
In .action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising, and co

ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration and security ; 
. In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs of the 

League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their obli
gations under the various articles of the Covenant ; 

In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude among themselves, 
irrespective of their obligations under the CoveJJ.ant, with a view to making their commitments 
proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing between 
them and other States ; · 

And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the _ 
measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the 
Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either all its 
forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith intervene in the 
conflict to support the Council's decisions or recommendations. 
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. II. PROPOSALS :BY THE BUREAU. 

Adopted by tlte Committee on Arbitration and Security at its Meeting of 
· December 2nd, 1927. · 

I .. PROPOSAL REGARDING THE PROGRAMME OF WoRK,· 

First Group of Questi~ns. ----:- Arbitration and se~urity agreE)me~ts.' ::__ Stu.dy of measu~es 
enabling the League of- Nations to promote, gen~rahse, and co-ordmate special or collective. 
agreements on arbitration and security (Resolution .No. V, No. 3, paragraph 4). 

A. Treaties of Arbitration. 
'• 

1. Measures for their Promotion. 

Resolution of the 1926 Assembly. . . 
Recommendations by States Members, and offer of the Council's good offices. 

2. Suitable Means of Co-ordination· and Generalisation. 

Two methods may be indicated : 

1. An analytical study of existing treaties for the purpose of extracting the substance 
common to all of them on which a model convention might be based ; . 

2 .. A study of the draft optional convention for the obligatory arbitration of disputes, 
submitted to the Third Committee by Dr. Nansen on behalf of the Norwegian delegation, 
taking into account the following recommendations of the First Committee of the Assembly : 

(a) Means should be sought for encouraging and promoting the acceptance of the. 
Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice. and the conclusion of special treaties for judicial settlement, arbitration and· 
conciliation. · · 

· (b) In any investigation into the methods of pacific settlement ofdisputes between 
States, special attention should be paid to the procedure of conciliation, which is of the 
utmost iniportance. . · · 

(c) Very special attention sho~d also be given to the question of the relations 
between the Council's and the Assembly's mediatory action and the procedures of 
arbitration and conciliation. · · 

. . . 

(d) In studying a general convention for compulsory arbitration, enquiry should 
be made as to how the convention could be given sufficient flexibility to permit the 

. contracting States to adjust the obligations ass.umed to their particular circumstances. 

B. ·Security Agreements. 

1. Measures for their Promotion. 

Resolution of the 1926 Assembly : 

Recommendations to States Members and offer of the Council's go~d offices. 

2. Suitable Means of C~rdination and General!sation : 

Study of existing security treaties from the point of view of their use by the Council for 
the application of Articles 10, 11, 16 and 17 of the Covenant. · 

St~dy of a~reemen~ whi~h t~e States Members of the League may conclude among them
selves, Irrespec~Ive of thetr obhgatwns under the Covenant, with a view to making their commit
ments proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing 
between them and other States (Resolution No. V, No. 3, paragraph 6). ·. . 

Study of the proced_ure to ~e followed by the Council to give effect to the last paragraph 
of the Assembly r~olubon, which proposes that the Council should invite States to inform it 
of the measures which they would ~? prel?llfed to take, irrespective of their obligations under 
the C?venant •. to SUJ?port th~ Councils deciSions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
rreaking out m. a giVen ~egJo~~ each State ind_icating that, in a particular case, either all its 
orces or a certam P~ ~fIts ~htary, naval or rur forces could forthwith intervene in the conflict 

to support the Councils dectsion or recommettdations (Resolution No. V, No . .3, paragraph 7). 
\ ' 
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· · Second Group of Questions. - Systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed 
by the organs of the League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to 
perform their obligations under the various articles of the Covenant (Resolution No. V, No. 3, 
paragraph 5). 

Though there is no desire to limit the future sphere of action of the Committee in this matter, 
the programme may forthwith be extended to ,the following articles : · 

Article 10. Study of the criteria by which aggre~sion 11"1.3Y be presumed. 

Article 11. Study of this article, taking into account the work already done and at present 
being examined. . · . · 

. · _Article 16. Study of Article 16 under conditions similar to those applied to the study of 
Article 11. . -

Study of the scheme of financial assistance to be given to States threatened with aggression, 
• and particularly of the preliminary points raised by the· Financial Committee : 

(a) Study of the criteria by which aggression may be presumed and the procedure 
of the Council in this matter. . 

(b) Right of participation by States (the question of States not Members of the 
League). . 

II. PROPOSAL REGARDING PROCEDURE. 

The Bureau contemplates a procedure consisting of two stages : 

First Stage. - Period between the first session of the Committee (present session) and the 
·second session (date to be fixed). 

The Secretariat, acting on the instructions of the Bureau and the Rapporteurs mentioned 
below, would prepare the necessary documentation, regard being had to the indications given 
at the meetings. · 

During this period; certain Rapporteurs would prepare memoranda on questions in the 
programme described above, which would serve as a basis for the discussion to be held during 

· the second session. · 
The Bureau considers that three Rapporteurs· might he appointed : 

One for Question I (A) - Arbitration agreements ; 
One for Question I (B) - Security agreements ; 
One for Question II - Articles of the Covenant. 

The memoranda prepared by the first two Rapporteurs would be co-ordinated by the 
authors in conjunction with the Chairman of the Committee and would thus constitute a general 
memorandum on point I. 
~ The two memoranda thus obtained on points I and II respectively would also be co~ordi
nated by the three Rapporteurs in co-operation with the Chairman of the Committee, so as to 
submit to the Committee the final memoranda in the form of an organic whole. This could 
serve as a basis for the work of the Committee. 

Second ·stage of the Procedure. - On the basis of the above-mentioned memoranda, the 
Cbmmittee would examine the question with a view to preparing a report for submission to the 
Preparatory Commission. The Committee would then have to decide whether this investigation 
should be conducted entirely in plenary session or whether the Committee's task ought to be 
facilitated by the creation of sub-committees (and if so, what number). In either case the final 
decision as to the terms of the report to be submitted to the Preparatory Commission would, 
of course, be taken by the Committee at a plenary meeting. It is, indeed, only at that moment 
that questions relating to the constitution of these sub-committees could be usefully discussed. 
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PROPOSALS AND OBSERVATIONS BY VARIOUS GOVERNMENTS 
REGARDING THE WORK 

OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY. 

1. PROPOSALS BY THE SWEDISH GOVERNMENT. 

Stockholm, December 30th, 1927. 

At the meeting held on December 2nd, 1927, by the Committee appointed to con~ider 
the uestion of arbitration and security, it was decided that Governments should be enti~led 
to fo'!.ward to the Bureau of the Committee before January 1st, 1928, any proposals they nught 
wish to make with reference to questions on the Committee's progran1me of work. . . · 

The resolution adopted by t~e Assembly with respect to the work of the new Committee 
contains the following statement : 

" This Committee would be disarmament agreement. 
" The Assembly considers . . . sought. 
" In action by the League of Nations with ~ vi.ew to promot.ing, generalisinr. and 

co-ordinating special or c?lleciive agreements on arbztratwn and secur1ty . 

The instructions given by the Assembly to the Committee, .with reg~d t? the investi
gation of the problem of arbitration, ~hus contemp~ate an extensiOn of arbitr!ltwn procedure. 
based on the principles already established by special agreements. The Swedish Government 
is of opinion that the simplest way of effecting this purpose would be to draw up a draft collec
tive agreement, based so far as possible on the principles already adopted for the four Locarno 
agreements on arbitration and conciliation. These agreements were concluded between 
Germany on the one hand and Belgium, France, Poland and Czechoslovakia on the other. 
Their contents may be summarised as follows : 

Disputes with regard to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights are 
submitted for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice or an arbitral tribunal. · 
Other disputes must, at the request of either of the parties, be submitted, with. a view to 
amicable settlement to a Permanent Conciliation Commission and, if agreement is not reached 
before that body, to the Coun<:il of the League, for settlement in accordance with Article 15 
of the Covenant. If the parties agree thereto, disputes of a legal nature may also be submitted 
to the Permanent Conciliation Commission before any resort is made to procedure before the 
Permanent Court of International Justice or to arbitral procedure. 

Similar provisions have, in recent years been adopted for the settlement of international 
disputes in a large number of special agreements. The Swedish Government is therefore 
convinced that it would be desirable to give this type of agreement a more general form, as 
contemplated in the instructions received from the Assembly. 

The advantages to be derived from a more general application of the provisions contained 
in the Locarno agreements consist, firstly, in the fact that these provisions afford appropriate 
methodsfor the settlement of the various classes of international disputes. The principle of 
compulsory recourse to judicial or arbitral procedure for the settlement of international dis
putes of a legal character has already enlisted the support of an important section of the public 
in most c;ountries which are Members of the League. The increasing number of signatures 
secured for the optional clause of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
is a fu.rt~er evidence of this f~ct. The effect of applying conciliation procedure before special 
conuruss1ons would be that disputes would not as a rule be submitted to the Council of the 
Leagu~ o! Nations until th.e~ had been carefully and impartially investigated by a Conciliation 
~omnussion: When exammmg t~e matter. afresh, the Council would thus be in a better posi
tion to deVJse the most appropriate solution and to put forward unanimous proposals for a 
settlement. 

. The e~tension of arbit~al procedure would, moreover, be of great value from yet another 
pomt o! Vlew. Under ~ticle 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, sanctions are to 
be apphed to a. State which resorts to ~ar in disregard of the obligation devolving upon it to 
respect an arbi~ral a_war~. The pro'?swns of the Covenant governing these sanctions also 
cover awards given m. V1rtue of special arbitration agreements. This being so it may be 
~serted that an extension .of the principle of arbitration would automatically entlill. an exten
siOn of .the system of sanctions. Vfhen a dispute is investigated by the Council there is always 
some nsk that that body may fail to reach unanimity and that the States Members of the 
Leag~e m~y con~equently rese~ve "the ~gh:t to take such action as they-shall consider neces
s~ or t e mru!ltenance of r1ght and JUstice " (Article 15, paragraph 7). . The reference of 
!l diSpute to a tribunal, on the other hand, secures the final settlement of the legal points at 
Jssue. 

G~ided b~ .th~ above considerations, the Swedish Government has re ared a draft 
Collective ConcJhatJon and Arbitration Agre\ment, based on the principles wJchpwere adopted 
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in the Locarno Agreements and which w~re rightly endorsed by large sections of the public 
in States Members of the League of Nations. 

The Swedish Government moreover reserves the right to submit, if necessary, through 
its representative on the Committee any futher proposals which might, in its opinion, help 
to effect the purpose contemplated in the instructions given by the Assembly. It takes this 
opportunity of calling attention to the argument advanced in the discussions at the last Assembly 
on the subject of measures calculated to strengthen and develop arbitral procedure. 

Eliel LOFGREN. 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES. 

Article 1. 

All disputes of every kind between the Contracting Parties with regard to which the Parties 
are in conflict as to their respeCtive rights, and which it may not be possible to settle amicably 
by the normal methods of diplomacy shall be submitted for decision either to an arbitral tribunal 
or to the Permanent Court of International Justice, as laid down hereinafter. It is agreed that 
the disputes referred to above include in particular those mentioned in Article 13 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. 

Disputes for the settlement of which a special procedure is laid down in other Conventions 
in force between two or more of the Contracting States shall be settled in conformity with the 
provisions of those Conventions. _ 

Article 2. 

The disputes referred to in Article 1 shall be submitted by means of a special agreement 
either to the Permanent Court of International Justice under the conditions and according to 
the procedure laid down by its statute, or to an arbitral tribunal undertheconditions and accord
ing to the procedure laid down by the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, for the Pacific 
Settlement of International Disputes. 

If the Parties cannot agree to the terms of the special agreement after a inonth's notice, 
either of them may bring the dispute before the Permanent Court of International Justice by 
means of an application. 

Article .3. 

All questions on which the signatory States shall differ without being able to reach an 
amicable solution by means of the normal methods of diplomacy, the settlement of which 
cannot be attained by means of judicial decision as provided for in Article 1 of the present 
Convention, and for the settlement of which no procedure has been laid down by a treaty 
in force between the Parties, shall be submitted to a Conciliation Commission, whose duty it 
shall be to propose to the Parties an acceptable solution, and in any case to present a report. 

Article 4. 

_ In the case of a dispute the occasion of which, according to the Municipal Law of one of 
the Parties, falls within the competence of the National Courts of such Party, the matter in 
dispute shall not be submitted to the ·procedure laid down in the present Convention until a 
jbdgment with final effect has been pr.onounced, within a reasonable time, by the competent 
national judicial authority. · 

Article 5. 

The Conciliation Commission, to which the disputes referred to in Article 3 must be sub
mitted, shall be either permanent, or specially set up for the settlement of the dispute which 
has arisen between the Parties. 

On a request to that effect being sent by one of the signatory States to another signatory 
State, a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall be constituted. Unless the Parties agree 
otherwise, this Commission shall be appointed for three years and shall be constituted in accord
ance with the provisions of the present Convention. 

If, at the time when a dispute arises, no permanent conciliation commission appointed by 
the Parties to the dispute is in existence, a special Commission, constituted in accordance with 
the provisions of the present Convention, shall be set up to investigate the said dispute. 

Article 6. 

Failing an agreement to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission referred to in Article 5 
shall be composed of five members and shall be constituted in accordance with the following 
provisions. 

. The Parties shall each nominate a commissioner chosen from among their respective 
nationals, and shall appoint, by common agreement, the other three commissioners from among 

• 
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the nationals of third Powers. These three commissioners mus~ be of different n~ti?nalities, 
and the Parties shall, by common agreement, appoint the President of the Comnusswn from 

among them. · d 'thi t th f m th -If the members of the Commission have not been appomte WI !!- ":o mon s r?. . e 
date at which one of the Parties has sent the other a request for. the constitutiOn of a Conciliation 
CommiSsion, the President of the Swiss Confederation shal~, m the absence of any agreement 
to the contrary, be requested to make the necessary app~mtments. 

(The present Draft Convention leaves open the question of ~he procedure to be followed 
for the constitution of a Conciliation Commission between SWitzerland and. another St.ate, 
as the solution of this question should be made subject to any proposals SWitzerland 1mght 
desire to make on the subject.) 

Article 7. 

. Disputes shall be brought before the .conci~ati~n Commission b¥ means of a request 
addressed to the President by the two Parties actmg m agreement or, m the absence of such 
agreement, by one or other.of th.e Parties. _ . . 

The request, after havmg given a summary account of the subJect. of the. dispute, .s~all 
contain the invitation to the Commission to take all necessary measures With a VIew to arnVIng 
at an amicable settlement. · 

If the request emanates from one only of the Parties, notification thereof shall be made 
without delay to the otqer Party. 

Article 8. 

Within fifteen days from the date when the Parties shall have brought a dispute before 
_the Permanent Conciliation Commission set up by them, either Party may, for the examination 
of the particular dispute, replace its Commissioner by a person possessing special competence 
in the matter. 

The Party making use of this right shall immediately inform the other Party ; the latter 
shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date when the 
notification reaches it. 

Article 9. 

The task of the Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate questions in dispute, to collect 
with that object all necessary information by means of enquiry or otherwise and to endeavour 
to bring the Parties to an agreement. It may, after the case has been examined, inform the 
Parties of the terms of settlement which seem suitable to it, and lay down the period within
which they are to make their decision. 

At the close of its labours the Commission shall draw up a report stating, as the case may 
be, either that the Parties have come to an agreement and, if need arises, the terms of the 

-agreement, or that it has been impossible to effect a settlement. 
The labours of the Commission must, unless the Parties otherwise ·agree, -be tenninated 

within six months from the day on which the Commission shall have been notified of the dispute. 

Article 10. 

In the. absence of any special provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall 
lay down Its own procedure, which in any case must provide for both Parties being heard. 
In regard to enquiries, the Commission, unless it decides unanimously to the contrary shall 
act in accordance with. the provisions of Chapter III (Interna~ional Commissions of Enquiry) 
of the Hague ConventiOn of October 18th, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement- of International 
~~ - . ' 

Article 11. 

The Conciliation Commission shalf meet, in the ·absence of agreement to the contrary 
between the Parties, at the place selected by its President. _ 

Article 12. 

The labours of the Permanent Concilia~io~ Commission are not public except when a decision 
to that effect has been taken by the CommiSSion with the consent of the Parties. 

Article 13. 

~e Parties shall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents whose 
duty 1t shall be. to act as intermediaries between them and the CommiSsion. The' ina , 
mhoreo

1
v
1
er, be assiSted by .counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose, and ~equeit 

t at a persons .w~ose e~den~e appears to them useful should be heard. 
~e C3mmlSsion on Its Side shall be entitled to request all explanations from the agents 

~~h~hea~ones~~~~ ~~!fre ci:~e~~!~fs~s well as from all persons it may think useful to summo~ 

Article 14. 

C U~~s othhell'WlSl b. e provided in the present Convention, the decisions of the ConCiliation 
ommlSSton s a e taken by a majority. 1 



-165-

Article 15. 

The Parties to the dispute shall be required to facilitate the labours of the Conciliation 
Commission, and particularly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant docu
mei_Its an? informat~on, as well as t~ use t~e means at their disp~sal to allow }t to proceed in 
their terntory, and m accordance with their law, to the summomng and heanng of witnesses 
or experts, and to visit the localities in question. 

Article i6. 
During the labours of the Conciliation Commission, each Commissioner shall receive a 

salary, the amount of which shall be fixed by agreement between the Parties, each of which 
shall contribute an equal share. 

Article 17. 

· If the two Parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termination 
of the labours of the Conciliation Comi:nission, the question shall, at the request of either Party, 
be brought before the Council of the League of Nations, which shall deal with it in accordance 
with Article 15 of the Covenant of the League. 

Article 18. 

If the Parties have agreed that a dispute which, under Article 1, or under a special agreement 
between them, should be submitted to judicial settlement, shall first be submitted to Conciliation 
procedure, but have not concluded any ;tgreement laying down the composition of the Concilia
tion Commission or settling the procedure itself, the dispute shall be brought before a Permanent 
Conciliation Commission, or,- failing this, before a Commission appointed for the purpose in 
accordance with Article 6 ; as regards procedure, the provisions of Articles 7 to 16 shall be 
applied. 

Article 19 .. 

In any case, and particularly if the question on which the Parties differ arises out of acts 
already committed or on the point of commission, the Conciliation Commission or, if the latter 
has not been notified thereof, the Arbitral Tribunal or the Permanent Court of International 
Justice acting in accordance with Article 41 of its Statute, shall lay down within the shortest 
possible time, the provisional measures to be adopted. It shall similarly be the duty of the 
Council of the League of Nations, if the question is brought before it, to ensure that suitable 
provisional measures are taken. · . · 
. The Parties to the dispute shall be required to accept such measures, to abstain from all 
measures likely to have a repercussion prejudicial to the execution of the decision or to the 
arrangements proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Council of the League of 
Nations, and in general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate 
or extend the dispute. · ' 

Article. 20. 

· The present Convention shall be applicable as between the States Signatories who are 
Parties to a dispute whether or no other Powers are also interested in the dispute. 

2. PROPOSALS BY THE NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT. 

Oslo, December 30th, 1927. 

The Norwegian Government realises the objections which may be raised, and some of 
which were actually raised during the last session of the Assembly of the League of Nations, 
against the draft general arbitration Convention submitted to the Assembly by the Norwegian 
delegation. The Norwegian Government is, however, of the opinion that these objections 
will Jose a great deal of their force if the proposed Convention is based on the model of the 
Locarno Treaties,. which is at present accepted by a considerable number of States. There 
is also reason to believe that States whose arbitration policy has hitherto been marked by 
a certain reserve would subsequently accede to a general Convention drawn up on this basis. 

The Norwegian Government therefore recommends that the Locarno Treaties should 
be taken as a model in drawing up a general Convention of conciliation and arbitration, with 
the modifications rendered essential by the necessity of each contracting party constituting 
a special conciliation commission with each of the other contracting parties. 

The Norwegian Government proposes at the same time that the general Convention to 
. be concluded should be of wider scope than the Locarno Treaties as regards the submission 

of disputes to a decision binding on tM parties. The Norwegian Government considers that 
the provisions of the Locarno Treaties concernijlg the submission of disputes to the Council 

.} 



-166-

of the League of Nations (Article 18) should be supplei_Ilented by a cl~use under which ~~e 
contracting parties would undertake to accept as bmdmg the conclusiOns. of the Counci.l s 
report if this report was accepted unanimously, the votes of the representatives of th~ parties 
not being counted in reckoning this unanimity. A d~cis!on taken by the Council under 
Article 15, paragraph 8 of the Covenant should also be bu?-dm~. . . 

The Norwegian Government also proposes the in~ertiOn m the Conv~nt10n of a~ o~tiOnal 
arbitration clause under which the contracting partie~ may declare, .eithe~ on swmng. or 
ratifying the Convent!on, or at a later date, that th~y b!nd themselv.es, m their-~elation~ With 
any other contracting party accepting the sam.e obligation, ~o ~~mit to ~n arbi~ral tribunal 
instead of to the Council of the League of NatiOns any non-Juridical question which has been 
referred to a permanent· conciliation commission and has not proved cap~le o~ settl~ment ~y 
this method. In the absence of an agreement to the contrary, the arbitratiOn tribunal m 
question should be constituted in conformity with the provisions of Heading IV, Chapter II 
of the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes. · _ 

The Norwegian Government considers that the obligations of the parties under the general 
convention should not replace their obligations under special conventions of conciliation and 
arbitration in force between them, but should only supplement the latter. It would therefore 
propose that the terms of the Convention should only apply to disputes falling entirely outside 
the scope of the special agreements which have been or may be concluded between the parties 
with regard to the settlement of disputes by conciliation or arbitration, and to those whose 
submission to a final and binding decision, in virtue of these agreements, cannot be called 
for when they have been referred to a conciliation commission. In the latter case, the dispute 
would be referred under the general Convention either to an international tribunal or to the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

lvar LYKKE. 

3. OBSERVATIONS OF THE BELGIAN GOVERNMENT. 

_ Brussels, January 11th, .1928. 

. . After a first examination of the documents of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
I~ did not ~e~m to .me. that,;he Belgian delegate need submit any ." recommendations, sugges
tions or gmdmg pnnciples to the .Rapporteurs on behalf of the Belgian Government. 

!'-t most I might have referred, If need were, to the Report of M. de Brouckere, the previous 
Belgian delegate on the Preparatory Disarmament Commission submitted after the meeting 
of September 1926, ~d to his spe~ch on September 13th, 1927, to the Third Committee of 
the.Assembly, conce~nmg the necessity of" developing the powers which the League of Nations 
denves from the eXIstence of the Covenant ". But these documents are well known to all 
those who are interested in the aims of the Committee. 

Meanwhile. I have just received th~ text of the Swedish Government's proposals. I see 
that t~e~ consist. of a " Draft Collective Conciliation and Arbitration Agreement based on 
the.pn~cipl~s which ~ere adopted in the Locarno Agreements ", and I have no hesitation in 
saymg m this connection that such suggestions receive the Belgian Government's wholehearted 
appr.oval .. I am therefore glad to learn that a formal proposal to this effect is now under 

·consideratiOn by the Rapporteurs. _ -

RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS. 
• 

4.. OBSERVATIONS OF HIS MAJESTY'S GOVERNMENT IN GREAT BRITAIN ON 
THE PROGRAMME OF WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND 
SECURITY OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT 
CONFERENCE. -- -- - -

Question. 

A. Treaties of Arbitration. 
" 1. Measures for their Promotion: 

"Resolution of the 1926 Assembly • 
"Recommendations by Statesl\!.e~bers and offer of the Council's good 

offices. 
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" 2. Suitable means of co-ordination and generali~ation. 
'' Two methods may be indicated : 

" (1) An analytical study of existing treaties for the purpose of extracting the 
substance common to all of them on which a mo~el convention might be based. 

" (2) A study of the draft optional convention for the obligatory arbitration of 
disputes, submitted to the Third Committee by Dr. Nansen on behalf of the Norwegian 
delegation, taking into account the following recommendations of the First Committee 
of the Assembly : 

Answer. 

" (a) Means should be sought for encouraging and promoting the acceptance 
of the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice, and the conclusion of special treaties for judicial settlement arbitra-
tion and conciliation. ' 

" (b) In any investigation into the methods of pacific settlement of disputes 
between States, special attention should be paid to the procedure of conciliation, 
which is of the utmost importance. 

" (c) Very special attention should also be given to the question of the relations 
between tbe Council's and the Assembly's mediatory action and the procedures of 
arbitration and conciliation. 

. " (d) In studying a general convention for compulsory arbitration, enquiry 
should be made as to how the convention could be given sufficient flexibility to 
permit the contracting States to adjust the obligations assumed to their particular 
circumstances. " 

I. Justiciable Disputes. 

Meaning of Phrase " Treaties of Arbitration". 

1. In considering the question of what measures may be feasible for promoting treaties 
of arbitration, a distinction must be drawn between the classes of disputes which it is proposed 
to solve by means of arbitration. It is usual in this connection to distinguish between justiciable 
and non-justiciable disputes, i.e., between those in which- to use the phraseology of the Treaty 

'of Locarno- the _parties are in conflict as to their respective rights and those in which the 
dispute arises because there is a divergence of view as to the political interests and aspirations 
of the parties. It is convenient to restrict the meaning of the phrase " treaties of arbitration " 
to international arrangements dealing with justiciable disputes and providing for the submission 
of such disputes to a tribunal entitled to give a decision binding on both parties. 

Arbitration Treaties in General have no Sanction but Public Opinion. 

2. The object of all arbitration treaties being to facilitate the satisfactory solution of 
disputes so as to restore relations of cordiality between the States concerned, it is well to 
bear in mind that it is not the rendering of a decision that is important but the acceptance 
and execution of the terms of that decision by the parties. .Arbitration treaties have no sanction 
behind them but the force of public opinion in the world at large. 

An arbitration award which a party to the dispute resolutely refused to execute would 
not merely fail to settle the dispute ; it would prejudice the movement in favour of arbitration. 

• . 3. The times hardly seem to be ripe for any general system of sanctions for the enforcement 
of arbitration treaties. No effective sanctions have been suggested except an agreement 
by other States, not parties to the dispute, to use force against either of the parties to the dispute 
which failed to submit the dispute to arbitration or failed to accept and comply with the award. 
It is improbable that any nation which is strong enough to use force effectively would at present 
undertake any such general obligation: It would involve a burden which no State would 
shoulder unless it felt that its interests were vitally affected by any disturbance of the peace 
resulting from the particular dispute in question remaining unsettled. Even in the Locarno 
Treaty, where the parties incurred obligations of a far-reaching character because they felt 
that interests of great importance were effected, the sanction for enforcing the article containing 
the agreement to arbitrate was limited to an undertaking by the five Powers concerned to 
comply with such proposals as the Council of the League might make when the failure on the 
part of the parties to the dispute to honour the obligation as to arbitration was brought before 
that body. 

Need for Reservations. 

4. The considerations advanced in paragraph 2 show that one of the controlling elements 
in formulating any model arbitration treaty or in considering what measures can be taken 
for promoting the conclusion of arbitration treaties is the extent to which public opinion in 
any particular country can be counted on to accept and to carry out loyally a decision which 
is unfavourable to its own contentions. Arbitration treaties impliedly, if not explicitly, 
impose upon the parties the obligation loyally to accept the decision- of the tribunal. An 
arbitration treaty which goes beyond what the ~ublic opinion of a country can be counted 
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on to support when the interests of that country are in .question and ~hen a decision 
unfavourable to those interests is pronounced is a treaty whic!J. is usele~s. It I~ merely cal?u
lated to deceive the public. In a moment of grave importance ~t ~ay fad to achieve a solu.tion 
of a dispute even if the dispute is arbitrated in accordance With Its terms. It would embitter 
relations between the two countries instead of improving them, ~nd would cause ~ se~-~ack 
to the movement now so steadily advancing in favour of the pacific settlement of JUStiCiable 
disputes by means of arbitration. 

5. It is because it is so generally felt that there are some questions ~ justiciable in their 
nature - which no country could safely submit to arbitration that it has been usual to make 
reservations limiting the extent of the obligation to arbitrate. 11J.ese limitations may vary 
in form, but their existence indicates the consciousness on the part of Governments that there 
is a point beyond which they cannot count on their peoples giving effect to the obligations of 
the treaty. That there are limits beyond which a State cannot go in accepting binding obli
gations to arbitrate justiciable questions in all cases is recognised in Article 13 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. By that provision the members of the League accept in principle 
but not definitively the obligation to arbitrate justiciable disputes. The framers of the· 
Covenant realised that it was not feasible to embody in the Covenant a definite and compre-· 
hensive obligation to arbitrate all justiciable disputes. 

6. Mere omission of the limitations on the obligation to arbitrate justiciable disputes 
which now figure in arbitration treaties would not promote the progress of arbitration. What 
is necessary is to overcome the difficulties which have caused the insertion of these limitations, 
and for this time is necessary. As nations get to understand each other better, as the respect 
for international law gets stronger, and as a sense of security increases, it will become more 
easy for States -:- even for those whose interests are world-wide - to accept comprehensive 
engagements to arbitrate justiciable disputes. Some States are already in that fortunate 
position. Others less fortunate must approach thereto by degrees. · 

Lines of Progress. 

7. · Ther~ are tw~ li~~;es along ~hich _pro~r~ss is J.>Ossible towards a universal acceptance 
of the unrestncted obligation to arbitrate Justiciable disputes, even by the States which cannot 
at present accept such an obligation. · 

. 8. The ~rst i~ by the inclusio~~; in particu~ar treaties .of an undertaking to arbitrate disputes 
whic~ may anse Wit~ regard to .the mterpre?~o~~; or application of the treaty concerned. Many 
mu!tilateral .conventi~n~ to which Great Bntam IS a party have been concluded in recent years 
which contam a provision such as the following : · 

" ~isputes be~eeri the parties relating to the interpretation or application of this 
convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for decision 
to the Perm.anent Court of Internatio~al Justice. In case either or both of the parties 
to such a disput~ should n.ot be pa~·bes to the protocol of signature of the Permanent 
C.ourt of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the parties,
either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to arbitration. " 1 

9. The time is ?pe for a.n i!lvestiga.tion as to whether this type of stipulation might not 
more generally ~y mc!uded m mternabonal agreements, including those of a non-technicaJ 
cha!3-cter. ~ It Is po~sible to do so, the field within which all justiciable disputes will be 
arbitrated will steadily expand. 

. ~0. !l}e seco~d and more important method is by wid~ning the scope of agreements dealin · 
::;:th b~:ti~able rspu~es gene!ally an~ pl~dging the parties in advance to submit such dispute~ 
ab ar 1 ra Ion. t 1s m tr~bes of this kmd that the reservations referred to in paragraph 5 

ove are now generally mserted. . 

provU~J~~~~lio~s ~rbitration treaty was concluded between France arid Great Britain which 

" Article 1. Differences which may ari f 1 1 . 
pretation of treaties existing between the ~~ C at egf napture! or relatiniJ to. the inter
have been possible to settle b d" 1 on rae mg arties, and whiCh It may not 
Arbitration established at Th/ H~p u~m::yt shall be re!erred to the Permanent Court of 
nevertheless, that they do not af/ect ~e vil~l ?;te Cofvet~b~n d of July 29th, 1899, provided, 
two Contracting Slates, and do not concern the'~ ts, te zn

1 
ep~ndence,. or the honour of the 

zn eres s o thzrd Partzes a ". 

' International Convention for the Suppression of 
at Geneva, September 12th, 1923, Article 15 (Trea/g s~~;..,c~~~lo1~2o6f acn!ldTramc In Obscene Publications, signed 

• Trt<Jiv Serlu, No. 18 of 1903. • · • , m . 2575}. 

' 
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This treaty was the forerunner of a large number of similar treaties concluded between 
other Powers. Great Britain is at present a party to eleven treaties containing stipulations 
on these lines. 

. 12. It may well be th::t this formula as to vital interests, honour, independence and the 
mterests of thrrd States, f1rst adopted a quarter of a century ago, requires re-examination. 
Whatever changes may be recommended, however, it is clear that some limitations on the 
scope of a treaty of this kind are essential. Disputes legal in their nature may arise between 
two States with regard to matters falling exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction of one 
of them. No State can agree to the submission to an international tribunal of matters falling 
exclusively within the range of its national sovereignty. Similarly, there are some political 
~uestions even of a justiciable nature as to which a country feels that for the reasons indicated 
m paragraph 4 the stage has not yet been reached when it can agree unreservedly in advance 
to submit them to an arbitration tribunal. 

13. Cases sometimes arise in which the parties are willing to arbitrate, but where it is 
felt that a mere decision on the point of law will not solve the dispute. In two such cases between 
Great Britain and the United States the parties agreed that the tribunal should have power 
to frame rules or recommendations for the future regulation of the matter out of which the 
dispute arose. This was done in the Behring Sea Arbitration Treaty (February 29th, 1892; 
84 State Papers, p. 48) and in the North Atlantic Fisheries Arbitration Agreement (January 
27th, 1909; 102 State Papers, p. 145). This procedure might be followed with advantage in 
other cases, as it reduces to a minimum the risk of future disputes. 

The Optional Clause In the Statute of the Permanent . Court. 
-

14. Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice embodied 
an arrangement by which any State which accepted the Statute establishing the Court might 
accept as compulsory the jurisdiction of the Court in cases relating to : 

" (a) The interpretation of a Treaty. 
" (b) Any question of International Law. 
" (c) The existence of any fact which, if established, would constitute a breach of 

an international obligation. 
" (d) The nature or extent of the reparation to be made for the breach of an inter

national obligation. " 

Power was given by the terms of the article to accept this obligation in respect of all 
or any of these four classes of cases and, therefore, a State was enabled to exclude from its 
acceptance any particular category of disputes. 

15. The cause of the somewhat small measure of acceptance that Article 36 has hitherto 
met with is to be found in the fact that the considerations which deter States from accepting 
binding obligations to arbitrate all justiciable disputes operate in varying degrees as regards 
other foreign States. In contracting an international obligation towards another State a country 
must take into account the nature of its relations with that State. Obligations which it may 
be willing to accept towards one State it may not be willing to accept towards another. Reser
vations and exceptions which it may think necessary as regards one State may not be considered 
necessary as regards another. The method of signing a general undertaking, even when coupled 
with the power to make exceptions as to the categories of disputes to be arbitrated, lacks the 
flexibility which enables the measure of the obligation to be varied in the case of the particular 
States towards which the obligation is being accepted. More progress is likely to be achieved 
through bilateral agreements than throu~h general treaties open to signature by any Sta~e 
which so wishes. When a bilateral treaty IS to be open to other Powers by way of accession, 1t 
should provide that the invitation to accede should emanate from all the parties which have 
already become bound by the treaty. · · 

Choice ·of Tribunal. 

16. The progress of arbitration and the development ofinternationallaw will be encouraged 
by the choice, whenever possible, of the Permanent Court of International Justice at The 
Hague as the tribunal to which justiciable disputes are referred for decision. The judgments 
of competent international tribunals are already playing an important part in formulat~ng the 
rules of international law. If there is a tendency to concentrate the more important disputes 
in the hands of the court which has been established at The Hague, it will render the resulting 
rules more uniform and will also enhance the prestige of the Court. 

II. Non-justiciable Disputes. 

17. Non-justiciable disputes are less suitable for submission to a tribunal invested with 
the power of giving a binding decision. A procedure of conciliation is in such cases all that is 
at present possible. • 
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18. Under the provisions of the Covenant of the League, Members of ~he League are bound 
to bring all such disputes, if not solved by other means, before the Council of the League, an? 
though the terms of Article 15 of the Covenant do not render the recomm~ndatlons of th~ Council 
obligatory on the parties to the dispute, they go as far as the States with :wor!dWide mt~r~sts 
felt able in 1919 to go, in subjecting all Members of ~he Leagu~ to t~e obhgatwn of refrrul}mg 
from making war against a party to the dispute which comphed With the recommendations 
of the Council. 

19. In 1925, when this question was once more considere? by the Powerswhic~ partic!pated 
in the Locarno Conference - most of them Powers whose mterests are world Wide - It was 
found that the provisions of the Covenant on this question went a~ far as it was ~ossible for 
them to go. Accordingly, Article 3 of the Treaty of Locarno provided t~~t _questions :W~ICh 
were not submitted to judicial decisions should be submitted to a conciliatiOn c~mmiSSIOn, 
and that, if the recommendations of the commission were not accepted, the question should 
be handled by the Council of the League under Article 15 of the Covenant. 

20. In 1922 the Assembly of the League adopted a resolution urging upon all Members 
of the League the advantage of conciliation as a method of solving disputes and inviting. them 
to conclude agreements for setting up conciliation commissions. With this resolution His 
Britannic Ma!esty's Government in Great Britain are profoundly in sympathy. The essence 
of conciliation is that it does not attempt to impose a settlement, but that it frrunes for the 
consideration of the parties to the dispute recommendations and terms calculated to compose 
the conflict of view. It thus brings to bear upon the question at issue the efforts of impartial 
and qualified statesmen free from the bias which is inevitable runong those who are nationals 
of one of the countries which are parties to·the dispute. It has also this further advantage
that recommendations made by impartial bodies after profound study of the facts of the dispute 
are bound to merit the support of public opinion in other countries and will thereby possess 
the greatest weight with the States between which the dispute has arisen_. · 

21. The fundrunental distinction between justiciable and non-justiciable disputes is one 
that must be borne in mind in frruning any model conciliation agreement. Justiciable disputes 
should be referred to bodies of men who are accustomed to give binding decisions, and who 
are in consequence accustomed to base their decisions on rules of law which are obligatory for 
the parties. Non-justiciable disputes cannot be solved by the application of any such rules of 
law. Such disputes should not, therefore, be submitted to bodies of judges accustomed to 
apply rules of law. Treaties which provide that where the parties do not accept the recommen
dations of a conciliation commission the dispute should be referred to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice at The Hague should be discouraged. 

22 .. D~ .. Nanse~ has submitted a form of agreement open to general signature for reference 
of no~-:Justi~Iab!e disputes to !'- small body_ or committee invested with the power of giving 
a deciSion bmding on the parties. The util~ty- of studying the draft of any such agreement 
depends on whether there are any States which feel themselves able to accept and sign such a · 
general agreement. If there are, the draft of such an agreement should be worked out. It would 
s~rve as a useful model for future agreements as to this mode of dealing with non-justiciable 
d~~utes - whether such agreement were bilateral or multilateral in form - nor would the 
utility of the draft be destroyed by the fact that there might at present be many States which 
felt unable to sign it. 

Question. 
B. Security Agreements. 

1. Measures for their promotion : 

Resolution of the 1926 Assembly. 
Recommendations to States Members and offer of the Council's good offices. 

Answer . 

. The r~olutiol} of the Seventh Assembly on arbitration; security and the pacific settle t 
of International diSputes runs as follows : men 

" The Assembly, 

"Having examined the reports of the Council on Arbitration .Security and th p 'f' 
Settlement of International Disputes : • e aCI. 1c 

" Records the fact that the resolution adopted by the Assembly at it · th eli 
session, to t~e effect that the m?st urgent need of the present time is there-: ~~~I' ~r n~r~ 
mutual confidence between nations, has had definite results It s a Is ~~n ° 
ev~~-increasing number of arbitration conventions and treaiies ~~~~~~j~yp~oof 0~ thdis !n tthhe 
spmt of the Covenant of the League of Nations and . h . ~nc~Ive m e 
Geneva Protocol (Arbitration, Security and Di m arm)ony With the prm?Iples ~f the 
the importance of the Treaties of Locarno the s~rm~ment · It emJ?hasises m particular 
possib!e by the admission of Germany in~ the cferr:;;g m}o J0~?e of which has ~ee_n rend~red 
of which is to ensure peace in one of th\l most 

8 
u~ti~ a I?ns and the prmC!pal obJect 

ens1 ve regwns of Europe ; 

\ 
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" Sees in the last-mentioned treaties a definite step forward in the establishment 
of mutual confidence between nations ; 
. " Considers that agreements of this kind need not necessarily be restricted to a 

hmited area, but may be applied to different parts of the world ; 
" Asserts its conviction that the general ideas embodied in the clauses of the Treaties 

of Locarno, whereby pro':'ision is made fo~ conciliation and arbitration and for security 
by the mutual guaranteemg of States agau~st any unprovoked aggression, may well be 
a~c.epted am~:mgst the fundamental rules which should govern the foreign policy of every 
CIVIlised nation ; 

" E_xpresses tJle hope that these. principles will be recognised by all States and will 
be put mto practice as soon as possible by all States in whose interest it is to contract 
such treaties ; 

" And requests the Council to recommend the State Members of th~ League of Nations 
to _put into practice ~he ab~':e-mentioned princ!ples and to ~ffer, if _necessary, its good 
offices for the conclusiOn of smtable agreements likely to establish conf.Idence and security 
- the indispensable conditions of the maintenance of international peace - and, as a 
result, to facilitate the reduction and limitation of the armaments of all States. " . 

The declaration made by the British representative at the sixth meeting of the thirty-
third session of the Council - the declaration of the views of His Majesty's Government on 
~he draft Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes- contained the follow
mg passage : 

" What expedient remains ? How is security and, above all, the feeling of security, 
to be attained ? In answering this question it is necessary to keep in mind the charac
teristics of the 'extreme cases', to which reference has already been made. The brooding 
fears that keep huge armaments in being have little relation to the ordinary misunder
standings inseparable from international (as from social) life - misunderstandings with 
which the League is so admirably ·fitted to deal. They spring from deep-lying causes 
of hostility, which, for historic or other reasons, divide great and powerful States. These 
fears may be groundless ; but if they exist they cannot be effectually laid by even the 
most perfect method of dealing with particular disputes by the machinery of enquiry and 
arbitration. For what is feared in such cases is not injustice, but war- war deliberately 
undertaken for purposes of conquest and revenge. And if so, can there be a better way of 
allaying fears like these than by adopting some scheme which should prove to all the 
world that such a war. would fail ? 

" Since the general provisions of the Covenant cannot be stiffened with advantage, 
and since the 'extreme cases' with which the League may have to deal will probably 
affect certain nations or groups of nations more nearly than others, His Majesty's Govern
ment conclude that the best way of dealing with the situation is with the co-operation 
of the League, to supplement the Covenant by making special arrangements in order to meet 
special needs. That these arrangements should be purely defensive in character, that they 
should be framed in the spirit of the Covenant, working in close harmony with the League 
and under its guidance, is manifest. And, in the opinion of His Majesty's Government, 
these objects can best be attained by knitting together the nations most immediately con
cerned, and whose differences might lead to a I"enewal of strife, by means of treaties framed 
with the sole object of maintaining, as between themselves, an unbroken peace. Within its 

· limits no quicker remedy for our present ills can easily be found or any surer safeguard 
against future calamities. " 

• His Majesty's Government were not slow to put into practice the expedient which they 
recommended. They were among those which created the example set by the Treaty of Locarno, 
so strongly welcomed by the Seventh Assembly. It might not be amiss here to recall the out
standing features of this arrangement - the features which distinguish it from, and render 
it a more effective gurarantee of security than, other agreements concluded before or since. 
They may be briefly SI!Plmarised as follows : 

The Treaty of Lo.carno is no mere alliance between a group of friendly States with a 
community of interests. Such alliances, unilateral in character and directed generally against 
some other State or group of States, have not always in the past best served the cause of peace. 
Even when originally inspired by defensive motives they have sometimes become instruments 
of offence. · · 

The Treaty of Locarno is a bond between nations which were recently at war with one 
another. It is directed solely to prevent a recurrence of that calamity and to preserve the peace 
within a group of States whose interests have often conflicted and whose territories have 
frequently been the theatre of war. . 

The Treaty of Locarno is in complete harmony with the spirit of the Covenant and a valuable 
aid in facilitating the execution of its provisions. It is a mutual engagement between certain 
of the signatories in no circumstances again to resort to war among themselves, and a reciprocal 
guarantee by all of them for the maintenance of that engagement. Under its terms all disputes 
are referred in the last resort to the Council, by whose decisions the parties undertake to abide. 
Even in the event of a deliberate act of aggression - the one case in which the signatories are 
bound to come to the immediate aid of the injured party - the Council is seized of the matter 
and the parties undertake to act in accordance yath its recommendations. 
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The Treaty of Locarno is designed to avert a specific dang~r il_l a sp~cific area, and imposes 
on all the parties concerned an equal obligation to preserv~ 1t~ mtegnty and to execute the 
decisions of the Council. It is in this way far more eff1cacwus than could be any more 
general system of guarantees under which the obligatio~ would be spread over a. m';lch. l~rger 
number of States each of which would be inclined, qmte naturally, to regard Its mdividual 
obligation as being pro tanto reduced. · . . . 

As already stated, His Majesty's Government in ~reat ~ntan~ were among those .which 
set the example of Locarno. In the regions where their partJCula~ mteres~s are most directly 
affected and which have so often been the scene of war, they have g1ven their formal guarantee, 
backed by the undertaking to bring the whole for~e of ~reat Bri~ain !O th~ support of the 
League's judgment in the event of an act of aggressiOn bemg comm1tt~d m d.efian,ce ofthe treaty 
and of the Covenant. For reasons which are already well known, His MaJesty s Government 
are unable themselves to contract further obligations of this character and extend the tremen
dous responsibilities involved in regions where their interests are less directly C?ncerned. 
. Notwithstanding the hope expressed in the above-quoted Assem~ly resolution that .the -
principles embodied in the Treaties of Locarno " will be put into practice as ~oon as possible 
by all States in whose interest it is to contract such treaties", no further treaties on the Locarno 
model have yet been registered with the League of Nations. His Majesty's Government look 
forward to the gradual growth of this system, convinced as they are that the easiest way of 
attaining a universal sense of security is for each State to provide itself with the necessary 
guarantees in that quarter where its main interests, and consequently its principal danger, lie. 
If the system is gradually extended until it includes every State which feels that its security 
is not already amply safeguarded, there will eventually be woven a network of guarantees 
against a rupture of the peace in any part of the world. In the opinion of His Majescy's 
Government, such local guarantees, directed to a specific danger and based on well-defined 
obligations, are infinitely more satisfactory than any comprehensive or universal scheme, 
which must necessarily be drawn in vaguer and more general terms, and of which conse 
quently the modus operandi and the probable efficacy must remain to some extent a matter 
of speculation. < 

In accordance with the Assembly resolution quoted above, the Council placed its good offices 
at the disposal of all States desirous of " concluding suitable agreements likely ·to establish 
confidence and security". So far as His Majesty's Government in Great Britain are aware, no 
State has as yet taken advantage of this offer. It seems to them that, if States which, owing 
to any doubtorsuspicion, hesitate to open negotiations were mutually to agree to place them
selves in the hands of the Council and to conduct their conversations under its auspices, the 
conclusions of further agreements on the lines recommended would be greatly facilitated. 

Question. 

2. Suitable means of co-ordination and generalisation : 
" Study. of ~xisting se?urity treaties from the point of view of their use by the Council 

for the application of Articles 10, 11, 16 and 17 of the Covenant. 
" Sb!dy. of agre~ments wi~h th~ S~tes Members of the League may conclude among 

the!Dselves, .Irrespective of !heir obligatiOns under the Covenant, with a view to making 
their com~m~ments proportionate to the degre~ of solidarity of a geographical or other 
nature eXIstmg between them and other States' (Resolution No. V, No 3, paragraph 6). 

· " Study of the procedure t? be fol~owed by the Council to give effect to the last para-
gra_Ph of t!Ie Assembly resolutw!l, which proposes that the Council should invite States 
to ~nfo:m 1t of the measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their 
?bhgabons under the Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations 
m the. event of a ~onflict b!eaking out in a giyen region! each State indicating that, ill. 
a particular <;ase! either al~ Its forces ~r a certam part of Its military, naval or air forces, 
cou!d fo,~hWith m~ervene m the conflict to support the Council's decision or recommen
dations (ResolutiOn No. V, No. 3, paragraph 7). 

Answer. 

Thou~ the general use .of the W?rd •: security", in the connection in which it is now 
empl?yed, IS of recent ad.optwn, .the Idea IS no ~ew one. During the century preceding 
the Ia~ war the. underlymg mob"e ?f .m~ny trea~1es was the desire for a· sense of security_ 
the desire, that 1~, of a Sta~ to mmlffiise th~ nsk of finding itself in armed conflict with 
others over a particular question .and to assure Itself that in the event of such a conflict it w'II 
not beJeft to bear the brunt unaided. 1 

Such tr~ties can oni:y be described as " security " agreements, in the resent-da sense 
of the word, if they are directed solely to the preservation of peace and inv~Ive Y. d' 
to the rights or interests of third parties - if, in short they are imbued WI'th th no .P.rteJuf tihce 
Covenant. ' e spm o e 

·since the establishment of the League of Nations a nu""her of su h · t h bee I ded Th r 11 · • "t-U c agreemen s ave n cone u . e o owmg are among those to which Gre·at B 't · · rt 
. . 1'1 am IS a pa y : 

The Convention relating to the non-fortification and neutralisatio 1 th AI d 1 1 d 1 
October 20th, 1921.- The object of this agreeme t. " ti t . n o e an san s o 
a cause of danger from the military point of vi~w·p a~d the ~~1-Iti.ghhesCeoistlandt~ mpayrt~ever dbertcomke 

_ , • n rae mg a 1es un e a e ,, 
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to assist in the measures which the Council of the League of Nations may decide upon for this 
purpose " (the rendering effective of the guarantee of neutrality) if a case should arise in which 
its intervention is sought •. 

The Convention relating to the regime of the Straits of July 24th, 1923. -With the object 
of securing " that the demilitarisation of the Straits and of the contiguous zones shall not 
constitute an unjustifiable danger to the military security of Turkey, and that no act of war 
should imperil the freedom of the Straits or the safety of the demilitarised zones", the high 
C?ntr~~;cting parties undertake, in the event of certain contingencies arising, to meet such 
s1tuatwn " by all the m~ans that the Council of the League of Nations may decide for this 
purpose". · 

The Treaty between the British Empire, France, Japan and the United States of America 
relating to their insular possessions and insular dominions in the Pacific Ocean, of December 13th, 
1921, by which the high contracting parties undertake to respect each other's rights in a speci
fied area, to meet in joint conference for the consideration and adjustment of any controversy 
involving those rights, and to communicate with each other as to the measures to be taken 
in the event of the said rights being threatened by the aggressive action of any other Power. 

The Treaty of Locarno, of which the salient features have been recalled in an earlier passage 
of this memorandum. . 

Provision for meeting a specific danger in a particular area is a common factor of these 
treaties, which may accordingly be classed as " security " agreements. To a greater or less 
extent, varying with the terms in which they are drawn, they are calculated to be of use to 
the Council in the application of Articles 10, 11, 16 and 17 of the Covenant. They are a con
firmation and, in some cases, a reinforcement of the general undertaking to respect and preserve 
the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all members of the League 
(Article 10) ; in virtue of their explicit recognition· that certain individual Members of the League 
are particularly concerned in particular areas, they are a confirmation and a reinforcement 
of the general recognition that any war or threat of war is a matter of concern to the whole 
League (Article 11) ; for the same reason they are an additional guarantee that the sanctions 
prescribed in the Covenant (Articles 16 and 17) will be readily forthcoming when the need 
arises. This is especially so in those cases where the contracting parties formally undertake 
to apply those measures which the Council may decide upon. 

In the opinion of His Majesty's Government in Great Britain, the measure of security 
afforded by agreements of this nature is proportionate to (a) the extent to which they are 
devised to meet a specific danger, and (b) the character, and clarity of definition, of the measures 
to be t!J.ken in the event of that danger arising. History has shown that this class of treaty 
has as a rule proved ineffective when there has been room for doubt or hesitation under either 
of those heads. His. Majesty's Government in Great Britain are of opinion that the Treaty 
of Locarno, with its clear definition of both (a) and (b), is the ideal type of " security " agree
ment. As already stated, they look forward to its adoption by all States which have anything 
to fear. 

The considerations referred to in the preceding paragraph apply also, in the view of His 
Majesty's Government, to agreements which States Members of the League may conclude 
among themselves, irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, with a view to making 
their commitments proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature 
existing between them and other States. Such agreements may undoubtedly be a contribution 
to security in proportion as they relieve the anxiety of the States which conclude them, whilst 
constituting no menace or cause of suspicion to others. They will also be of use to the Council 
in the degree in which they may facilitate its task in calling upon States to come to the support 
of the judgment of the League. 
· • As regards the procedure to be followed by the Council in inviting States " to inform it 
of the measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under 
the Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, " it seems probable that States may well hesitate to indicate 
precisely what measures they would be prepared to take in hypothetical contingencies ; nor, 
for fear of increasing tension, or of creating it where none exists, are they likely to be willing, 
except in mutual agreement, to describe the contingencies in which they would be ready 
immediately to bring part or whole of their forces to the support of the Council's decision or 
recommendations. The most effective way of establishing such mutual agreement, and of 
placing it on record, is by the negotiation of a formal treaty. His Majesty's Government in 
Great Britain have adopted this method in the Treaty of Locarno, by which they have engaged 
to bring the whole of the forces of the country to the support of the League's judgment in certain 
definite contingencies. 

Question. 

" Second group of questions. - Systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed 
by the organs of the League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League 
to perform their obligations under the various articles of the Covenant (Resolution No. V, 
No. 3, paragraph 5). · . 

" Though there is no desire to limit the future sphere of action of the Committee in 
this matter, the programme may forth,\ith be extended to the following articles : 

" Article 10. - Study of the criteria. ~y which aggression mny be presumed. 
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"Article 11. - Study of this article, ~king into account the work already done 
and at present being examined. 

"Art,icle 16. _ Study of Article 16 under conditions similar to those applied to the 

stud~ S~u~yrt~leth~·scheme of fin~ncial assistance to be given to Sta~es t~relaCtened .wttith 
· · · f h 1· · oints raised by the Fmancia omnu ee. aggressiOn, and particularly o t e pre !mmary P . b d and the procedure 

" (a) Study of the criteria by which aggression may e ·presume 
of the Council in this matter. . S t M b f the 

" (b) Right of participation by States (the questiOn of tates no em ers o 
League). " 

Answer. 

Under Article 10 the Members of the League : 
" undertake to respect and preserve as against external aggression the territorial 

integrity and existing political independence of all Members of the . League. In ~ase of 
any such aggression or in case of any threat or danger of such aggressiOn, the Council shall 
advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled. " 

It is well known that this article from the outset presented some difficulty to certain 
Members of the League who feared that, if inte~pretcd in a lit~ral sense, it would i~volve the!~~ 
in the obligation to place their forces automatically at. the disposal of the Council for use m 
any part of the world where an act of agg~ssion in violation of the Covenant ha? occurred. 

It is unnecessary to describe the progress of the study made by the appropriate organs 
of the League as a result of proposals, first for the elimination, and subsequently for the amend
ment, of the article. It is sufficient to recall the following interpretative resolution which 
eventually was submitted to the Fourth Assembly, and which, though not formally adopted 
owing to one adverse vote, is nevertheless regarded by· many Members of the League as the 
generally accepted interpretation : 

"It is in conformity with the spirit of Article 10 that, in the event of the Council 
considering it to be its duty to recommend the application of military measures in con
sequence of an aggression, or danger or threat of aggression, the .Council shall be bound 
to take account, more particularly, of the geographical situation and of the special con
ditions of each State. 

" It is for the constitutional authorities of each Member to decide, in reference to 
the obligation of preserving the independence and the integrity of the territory of Members, 
in what degree the Member is bound to assure the execution of this obligation by employ
ment of its military forces. 

" The recommendation made by the Council shall be regarded as being of the highest 
importance, and shall be taken into consideration by all the Members of the League with 
the desire to execute their engagements in good faith. " . 

This interpretation is in harmony with the view of His Majesty's Government in Great 
Britain, who regard the article, while of great sanctity, as the enunciation of a general principle, 
the details for the execution of which are· contained in other articles of the Covenant. 

With the view of facilitating the fulfilment by Members of the League of the obligation 
involved in the acceptan_ce of this principle, various attempts have been made to define an 
aggressor. It is unnecessary here to do more than recall the fact that His Majesty's Govern
ment have been unable to support them for reasons which they explained.fully at the timeo: 

Article 11. - "Any threat or threat of war, whether immediately affecting any 
of the Members of the League or not, is hereby declared a matter of concern to the whole 
League, and the League shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to 
safeguard the peace of nations. In case any such emergency should arise, the Secretary
General shall, on the request of any Member of the League, forthwith summon a meeting 
of the Council. 

" It is also declared to be the friendly right of each Member of the League to bring 
~o the a~ntion o! the ~sembly or of the .Counc~l any circumstance whatever affecting 
mternational relatiOns which threatens to disturb mternational peace or the good under
standing between nations upon which peace depends. " 

'fl?.is article has also .been the subject of consid~rable study. Recently a report by the · 
Co~Ittee of the Cou!lml was approved by the Eighth Assembly, which recommended its 
adoptiOn by the Council : · · · 

" as a valuable guide which, without restricting the Council's liberty to decide at 
any moment the best. methods to be adopted in the event of any threat to peace, summarises 
the .results of. expene!lce, of the procedure. already followed, and of the studies so far 
earned out With a VIew to the best possible organisation of its activities 1·n case of 
emergency." · 

H!s 1\~jesty's Gov~rnment in Great Britain are in full agreement with the terms of the 
Committee s report, wh1ch they regard as a most useful indication to the various steps which 
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may be taken by the Council, and as calculated to expedite its rapidity of action in an·~ 
emergency. 

Article 16. - " 1. Should any Member of the League resort to war in disre<Tard of 
its Covenants under Articles 12, 13 or 15, it shall ipso facto be deemed to have co~mitted 
an act of war. against all other Members of the League, which hereby undertake imme
diately to subject it to the severance of all trade or financial relations, the prohibition 
of all intercourse between their nationals and the nationals of the Covenant-breaking 
State, and the prevention of all financial, commercial or personal intercourse between 
the nationals of the Covenant-breaking State and the nationals of· any other State, 
whether a Member of the League or not. · 

" 2. It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to recommend to the several 
Governments concerned what effective military, naval or air force the Members of the 
League shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the covenants 
of the League. 

" 3. The Members of the League agree, further, that they will mutually support 
one another in the financial and economic measures which are taken under this article, 
in order to minimise the loss and inconvenience resulting from the above measures, and 
that they will mutually support one another in resisting any special measures aimed at 
one of their number by the Covenant-breaking State, and that they will take the necessary 
steps to afford passage through their territory to the forces of any of the Members of the 
League which are co-operating to protect the covenants of the League. 

" 4. Any Member of the League which has violated any covenant of the League 
may be declared to be no longer a Member of the League by a vote of the Council concurred 
in by the representatives of all the other Members of the League represented thereon. " 

Without entering into the history of the study of this article, His Majesty's Government 
in Great Britain desire to recall, in the first place, the various protocols of amendment open 
for signature and ratification, all of which have been ratified on behalf of the British Empire 
but are not yet ip. force, and, secondly, the resolutions adopted by the Second (1921) Assembly, 
of which, as constituting provisional rules for the guidance of the Council, His Majesty's 
Government expressed their general approval subject only to certain observations (see letter 
to the Secretary-General of July 19th, 1922). Their attitude in this matter remains the 
same to-day. A further opinion regarding the interpretation placed by His Majesty's Govern
ment on Article 16 is contained in the collective note addressed to the German representatives 
by the representatives of Belgium, France, the British Empire and Italy at the time of the 
siguature of the Treaty of Locarno. 

General Rema.rks applicable to any further Study of the above-mentioned 
.,., Articles of the Cot,enant. · 

. His Majesty's Government in Great Britain have felt constrained on more than one occasion 
to express themselves as opposed to the application of hard-and-fast rules to the interpretation 
of articles of the Covenant. Their attitude in that respect is due to no desire to belittle or to 
diminish the obligations of the Covenant ; on the contrary, it is due solely to their conviction 
that the great strength of the Covenant lies in the measure of discretion which it allows to 
the Council and the Assembly in dealing with future contingencies which may have no parallel 
in history, and which therefore cannot, all of them, be foreseen in advance. The elaboration 
and multiplication of rules must tend, not only to turn the Council into an automaton but 
,to weaken its power of initiative in any contingency not wholly provided for in such rules. 

A similar consideration applies also, in the view of His Majesty's Government, to any 
endeavours to define an aggressor. The views of His Majesty's Government on that 
point were once again clearly stated in the following passage in a speech made by Sir Austen 

· Chamberlain in the House of Commons on November 24th last : 

" They made such an attempt in the Protocol ; they made an attempt to define 
the aggressor. If you lay down, far in advance, before circumstances that you cannot 
foresee, rigid definitions by which the aggressor is to be determined, are you quite sure 
that in thus making these strict rules in circumstances which are unknown to you, you may 
not find, when the occasion arises, that by some unhappy turn in your definition you 
have declared to be the aggressor that party which, to the knowledge of all men at the 
time, is the aggressed and not the offender ? 

" There was an observation made by that eminent jurist and statesman and very 
true friend of the League and part author of the Covenant, Signor Scialoja, at the last 
Assembly, which is worth thinking about. He went, indeed, further than I would go, for 
he seemed to suggest, in one passage, that the aggressor could not be discovered. • But', 
he added, 'for after all, is not one thing certain, that if only he has a little diplomatic skill, 
the aggressor (" se fera agresser "), he makes himself to be aggressed.' I do not believe 
it will be impossible. I hope it will not be very difficult for the League at a given moment 
to say who is the aggressor in a particular quarrel and particular circumstances then 
known ; but I think that if you lay down tests by which you must be bound, you will 
find that the aggressor will carefully conferm to your particular test, and will escape . . . 

1 
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Ute li~ility which ought to follow upon his ~ctions just because of the precision of your 
definition. I therefore remain opposed to this attempt. to define the agg_resso.~, because 
I believe that it will be a trap for the innocent and a sign-p!)st for the guilty. 

His Ma"esty's Government in Great Britain have already indic~te? their att!t!lde towards 
the scheme J of financial assistance for States victims of aggressiOn. The Bntish delegate 
informed the Council on September 8th ~a~t that his. Government wel~?~ed the schel!le 
outlined by the Financial Committee "as providmg a practical means of mo~)!hsmg the finan~Ial 
resources of States Members of the League against a State ~il~y of ag~resswn, and as a~ordmg 
an impressive demonstration of the solidarity of League opmwn agamst such a State • Such · 
a scheme might, moreover, be expected to act as a powerful deterrent to any act of wanton 
aggression. . . . . 

The British delegate proceeded t? in?icate that his Governmen~ must attach two conditions 
to their acceptance of the scheme, YJZ., It must form part of a sab~factory measure o! general 
disarmament, and there must be an acceptance by the other principal States of a satisfactory 
allocation of the guarantee. 

A similar statement was made by the British delegate in the Third Committee of the 
Assembly. . 

His Majesty's Government i!l G~eat Britain maintain their ~ttitude ~s t~us defined, and 
will be guided by these considerations m the further and more detruled exrunmatlon of the scheme 
which will have to be undertaken with. the assistance of the Financial Committee. 

As regards the " study of the criteria by which aggression may be presumed and the· pr?
cedure of the Council in this matter '', this problem is examined elsewhere in the ~ourse of this 
memorandum. If any definite criterion can be established whereby aggression may be 
presumed, it will evidently apply to all cases in which Members of the League can be called 
upon to take action of any kind, financial, economic or other, in support of the Covemmt of 
the League. 

In regard to the "right of participation by States", His Majesty's Government in Great 
Britain endorse the principle laid down by the Financial Committee that no State should benefit 
by the scheme uruess it has become a party to the Convention within a perio!l to be fixed, and 
thus undertaken its obligations. · · . 

The question of the participation of States non-Members must be examined in the light 
of various considerations. It may perhaps be assumed that Members of the League are less 
likely to be involved in hostilities, either as aggressors or as victims of .aggression, than non
Members, and that to admit the latter to participation in the scheme might he to expose the 
other participants to a greater risk of being called upon to give their specific guarantee. This 
might therefore he an argument against the admission of some of the less important non-Member 
States whose degree of stability and whose conduct of foreign policy may not he such as to 
inspire confidence. On the other hand, a general rule excluding participation by States non
Members would deprive the League of the co-operation of certain States whose financial strength 
and general stability would greatly enhance the efficacy of the scheme. 

5. OBSERVATIONS OF THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT ON THE PROGRAMME OF 
THE WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY. 

At .th~ mome!lt ~hen ~he Rapporteurs of the Committee. on Arbitration and Security 
are beg1!lnmg their discusswns, the German Government desires to submit a few general 
observat~ons on the pr?gramme of work. Its sole object in doing so is to give its views on the 
!orm which the yrehmmary work un?ertaken by the Rapp01teurs could best assume, without 
m any way desrrmg at the present time to put forward definite proposals for the solution of 
the individual problems involved. 
. In princ~ple, t.he German Gove~nment hold~ th~ view, which was frequently expressed 
m the first discus~wns of ~h~ Comllllttee on Arhitratwn and Security, that the whole of this 
wo~k should not aim at bu!ldmg u.P a theoretical system, but at framing those practical measurs 
which are both necessary and attamable under present political conditions. A system constructed 
on purely theoretical consider~tions, logi~ally perfect tho!lgh .it might be, would not only fail 
to solve the problem of secunt;r ~ut mig_ht _u~der certain circumstances even complicate it 
to a dangerous extent. In exammi~g the 11!-dividua~ measures suggested, the decisive criterion 
must be whether they can be earned. out m practice. These measures should, however, not 
onl~ be so framed that they can easily be executed, but their effectiveness should also be 
obv10us so that·they can ~xercise an i~ediate ~oral influence on public opinion.' 

_The crux of the sec~mty problem IS the av01dance of armed conflicts. It will only be 
possible .to prevent war. If a !lletho~ can b~ found of dealing with all disputes that have led 
to wars m the past, which will pr?v1de a fair prospect of a peaceful solution. In the opinion 
of the 6erm~n Governm~nt, ~his Idea must constitute the starting point of the entire work 
of.the Coffiffilttee on.ArbttratiOn and Security and the main subject of its discussions. Until 
this central p_roblem IS solved, all other meaSollres merely represent an artificial system without '· 

'· 
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a foundation, and one which is therefore not calculated to give practical pffect to thE' ideft 
of a genuine and durable international legal regime. · 

A1; regards a number of disputes between States, namely, justiciable disputes, the problem 
· can be regarded, in principle at least, as adequately solved. The optional clause in the Statute 

of the Permanent Court of International Justice provides a satisfactory means of settling all 
disputes of this nature peacefully. It will be the task of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security to ascertain in which manner a larger number of States can be induced to accept 
this method immediately. 

On the other hand, no corresponding general procedure in regard to disputes which are 
not of a justiciable character but are exclusively political has so far been arrived at. From 
the point of view of the problem of security, however, the amicable settlement of such disputes 
is of the utmost importance. This, accordingly, is the point at which the preliminary work shoulcl 
begin and which should be most thoroughly discussed. 

The German Government is convinced that there are practical possibilities here ot which 
full advantage has not yet been taken. The aim of the Committee must be to endeavour 
to find for all conceivable disputes without exception a procedure which is calculated to lead 
to equitable and peaceful solutions. Under present conditions, there is as yet no possibj]jty 
of all disputes of an exclusively political character being submitted for compulsory and final 
decision to an arbitration authority. · Steps can, however, be taken towards the realisation 
of this idea by introducing other forms of procedure, which, while respecting the legitimate 
requirements of national life and its development, would practically ensure the settlement 
of the disputes. Much could be done by developing the conciliation procedure, either before 
the Council of the League of Nations or before special organs invested w:th adequate authority. 
This is the direction indicated by the development of arbitration procedure since the foundation 
of the League, and certain fundamental principles have already been evolved which can he 
advantageously carried further 

Such a scheme for the peaceful settlement of disputes could be embodied both in bilateral 
and in multilateral treaties. The effectiveness of the bilateral treaties would be enhanced if 

• the procedure laid down therein could be successfully brought into organic relationship with 
, the procedure before the organs of the League. Naturally, this would prove easier in a multilateral 
:treaty. At the same time, such a treaty could be so framed that the extent of the obligations 
· assumed could be adapted, to a certain extent, either to the special political relations in definite 
. parts of the world or to the nature of the political relations between the individual States parties 
! to the treaty. 

The objection that the value of any system for the pacific settlement ot international 
disputes must always remain dependent on special measures guaranteeing the observance 
of the agreements concluded under this system is unfounded. If the bodies which are called 
upon to pronounce the final decision are invested with sufficient authority, and if the limits 
of their competence are defined with the requisite exactness, it is hardly likely that a State 
would dare to disregard such a decision. The same applies also to the effect of other types 
of procedure which do not aim at attaining a formally binding decision regarding the dispute. 

In the event of States nevertheless rejecting the means of settling their dispute by peaceful 
conciliation, the League of Nations has at its disposal the provisions of its Covenant regarding 
the prevention of war and the application of sanctions against a breach of the peace,. A system 
of the type mentioned above would for the first time provide a firm basis for the application 
of these provisions. 

The duty of preventing a conflict" between the States concerned !rom finally leading L(J 
recourse to arms is above all one for the Council, and it will be for the Committee to propose 
measures which will allow that body to intervene promptly ancl effectively to prevent threatened 
hostilitiPs. . 

• A careful investigation of the possibilities offered by Article 11 ot the Covenant cannot 
fail to lead to a series of practical proposals. These can be supplemented by speci~l voluntary 
undertakings going beyond the scope ofthe Covenant, undertakings which, even ifnCJt acceptable 
to all the Members of the League, can no doubt fonn the subject of an agreement between a large 
number of them. A1; an example may be quoted the provisions, agreed upon at Locarno, of 
Articles 4 and 5 of the Rhine Pact and those of Article 19 of the Arbitration Treaty, regarding 
certain recommendations and proposals to be made by the Council of the League. · 

. It should, of: course! be borne in mind that the effectiveness of all measures of security ot 
this and other kinds Will be enormously strengthened when the general disarmament which 
constitutes one of the most important factors of security at last comes to be carried out. 

The more the system of measures to prevent war is developed, the smaller becomes the need 
for measures to be applied in the case of an actual breach of the peace. Common action on the 
part of all the Me~ers.of the Leagu~ in the even~ of a breach of the peace is, at the present 
momen~, not possi~lC;, smc~ general d1sarmamen~ IS !lot yet a reality. It is proposed to seek 
a s~sbtute for t~s m regiOnal a~eements, taking m~o ac,count the requirements as regards 
secunty of a P_articular area. It IS one of the Committee s tasks to examine this proposal. 
It must be realised, however, that the League is not in a position to exert pressure on individual 
members or groups ?f members with a view to the conclusion of such agreements. In any 
case, only such solubons should, of course, be sought as s~ttle the relations between individual 
S~ates belongi~-g to a particular group without the~eby bringing those States into opposition 
With States wluch do not b~long to that group. An.mcrease in the security of particular Stat(>S 
at the expense of the security of other States eonshtutes no progress in the direction of peac~. 
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A system of treaties was set up at Locarno which conftned itself to the political relatiolN! of 
the States taking part, wilhoul the interests of other States being affected. On the other-hand, 
the constitution of alliances between groups of States within the League which aimed at the 
protection of the States parties to them against other Members of the League ntight easily 
lead to a split ia the League. and particularly in times of crisis, might render any joint action 
impossible. . · . · 

In conclusion, the German Government desires to repeat that,- in its opinion, it is important, 
in dealing with the problem of security, to concentrate on the crux of the question : the pacific 
settlement of all kinds of international disputes. If, instead of doing this, an attempt were 
made to tak~ the outbreak of war and the provision of military sanctions as the point of depar
ture, it would be like trying to build a house from the roof ·downwards. War cannot be pre
vented by preparing for a war against Waf, but only by removing its causes. In the German 
Government's opinion, however, this is only possible if a settlement is reached which will 
guarantee permanent peace and provide for the removal of all international conditions 
endangering the peace of the world. 
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ANNEX 2. 
C.A.S. 12. 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE ROUMANIAN DELEGATION ON THE INTRODUCTION 
BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE ON. ARBITRATION AND SECURITY 
AND ON THE MEMORANDUM ON ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION SUBMITTED 

BY M. HOLSTI, RAPPORTEUR. 

. The Roumanian delegation, which, in order to avoid prolonging the discussion, did not 
take part in the general debate, desires to define its position as regards the proposals in th·e 
memoranda submitted by the Committee's Rapporteurs and in the meantime to submit the 
following observations on the Introductory Note and on the first Memorandum. . 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

The Roumanian delegation is glad to state that it approves the sound and judicious 
observations made in this note. It accepts the principle (paragraph 5) that the Covenant 
creates a measure of security" which needs t-o be appreciated at its full value". In appreciat
ing this value, however, it feels bound to approve the observations made in paragraph 53 
of M. Politis's memorandum. When the organisation of security comes to be discussed, the 
Roumanian delegation will favour guarantees which are more d!!finite in principle and less 
hazardous in their application than those offered by the Covenant. . . 

II. MEMORANDUM ON ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION. 

In accordance with the letter and spirit of the Covenant, the Roumanian Government is 
an ardent advocate of the peaceful settlement of international disputes by arbitration and 
conciliation. Its delegation on the Committee wholly approves the spirit and the general 
trend of M. Holsti's memorandum. Nevertheless, as the Rapporteur, with praiseworthy 
impartiality, is-submitting for decision by the Committee several alternatives for each question 
to be solved, the Roumanian delegation feels obliged to define its position and state to which 
of the possible solutions of the problem it gives its preference. 

It regards as of capital importance the distinction between legal and non-legal disputes 
which is implicit in the Covenant and is explicitly made in the Treaties of Locarno. On this 
basis, it suggests the settlement of legal disputes by arbitration, with the option of preliminary 
conciliation procedure, and the settlement of non-legal disputes by conciliation, followed, if 
unsuccessful, by the reference of the dispute to the Council of the League of Nations. 

As regards the form of treaties of arbitration, the Rapporteur offers a choice between a 
• general~ treaty and private treaties. The Committee will have to give its opinion on the 

preparation and recommendation to the attention of Governments of model treaties of both 
kinds. For reasons adequately set forth in the memorandum and in the observations of 
certain Governments, a general arbitration treaty providing the same procedure for all kinds 
of disputes, whether legal or not, would be unlikely to secure acceptance by many States. 
Similarly, an arbitration treaty confined to legal disputes would also fail to secure wide accep
tance, even if open to all States, because treaties of this kind are usually based mainly on a 

"feeling of mutual confidence between the States concerned. 
In these circumstances, therefore, the Roumanian delegation is in favour of private 

arbitration treaties. At the same time, it does not wish to exclude a priori and finally a 
system based on a general treaty if theCommittee thinks that the drafting of such a model 
tr:eaty might serve a useful purpose and might secure wide acceptance. 

In the Roumanian delegation's opinion, the model private treaty should be restricted 
to legal disputes and, in order to be more readily acceptable, should allow a·certain latitude 
both as regards the choice of a tribunal, which might be either the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice or one of the arbitral tribunals provided for by the Hague Convention of 1907, 
and also as regards the system of reservations to be allowed. These could easily be reduced 
to the four categories mentioned by the Rapporteur: vital interests, territorial status, 
questions arising out of internal legislation and previous facts. 

As regards-non-legal disputes-to which the same system of reservations will, of course, 
apply-the Roumanian delegation favours the procedure of conciliation, as under the Locarno 
system, which it desires to advocate in this matt-er. As, according to the practice followed 
in recent years, these. two procedures have constantly been dealt with together, the parties 
themselves may be left, if they so desire, to make the conciliation procedure-as provided in 
the Locarno Treaties-the starting-point for all procedure for pacific settlement of disputes. 

As regards the constitution of the Permanent Conciliation Commissions, the Roumanian 
delegation accepts the rules laid down either in the Treaties of Locarno or in the Swedish 
draft, these being practically the same. · 

If the conciliation procedure does not result in agreement between the parties, the dispute 
will be brought before the Council of the League, which will proceed in accordance with Article 
15 of the Covenant. Here, however, arises th.eoquestion as to what will happen if the Council 

'! 
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is not unanimously in agreement on its report or its recommendatio':s. On this point, the 
Treaties of Locarno make no provision whatever. In ord~r that the dr~pute may not be !_eft 
unsolved, the model treaties to be drawn up might submrt, at the chmc_e. of the contractmg 
parties, suggestions similar to those proposed in paragr~ph 75 of ¥:· Pohtis's. memorandum : · 
the parties might agree either that the Council should grve r~s _decrswn, unammously o~ by a 
majority, in the capacity of an arbitrator, or that the Council rtself should refer the drspute 
-to a committee of arbiters. 

There remains the question of a general treaty of conciliation covering all possible questions 
and open to accession by all States. The objections to the- general arbitration treaty also 
apply to a treaty of this kind. Nevertheless, conciliation may not be without its uses as a 
preliminary method to pacific procedure of any kind. The Roumanian delegation would 
not be opposed to the drafting of such a model treaty, to be submitted to the various States, 
if the majority of the Committee considers such a step desirable and necessary. This system 
would raise the somewhat vexed question of a possible dispute as to competence between the 
.conciliation commission llnd the Council acting in virtue of Article 15. · In order to prevent 
this difficulty, the Roumanian delegation would prefer the system of conciliation and arbitration 
by means of private treaties on the model of the Locarno Treaties. . 

In submitting these observations, the Roumanian delegation.desires to' affirm its conviction 
that any pacific settlement of disputes by conciliation and arbitration will lead the way to 
general· security, but that arbitration, however universal, is not enough to supersede it alto
gether. Any treaty of arbitration and conciliation would have to form part of a general system 
of security which will form an indissoluble link between arbitration and guarantees and will 
guarantee and sanction the execution of arbitration. 

ANNEX 3. 
C.A.S. 13. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE POLISH DELEGATION 

I. INTRODUCTION TO THE MEMORANDA. ON ARBITRATION, SECURITY AND THE 
ARTICLES OF THE COVENANT. 

. I. The Poll:sh delegation feels justified i!_1 accepting as a whole the principles set forth 
m the Intr_odl!ction, and_ pro~oses no amendments. In order, however, to make its views 
~m these pnncrples clear, rt desrres to offer certain observations which it thinks might be taken 
mto consideration when the Committee's final report-comes to be drawn up. 

2. The Polish Gov~rnment realises t~at t~e Covenant of the League in itself affords the _·. 
States Members a certam degree of secunty, masmuch as the signatories of the Covenant 
have f_ormally un~ertak~n to co-operate in the preservation of peace, more particularly by the 
followmg Clause m Artrcle II : · 

" Any war or t_hreat of war, whether immediately affecting any of the Members of 
the League or not, IS here~y declared a matter of concern to the whole League and the 
League sh~ take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeg'uard the 
peace of nations." 

_Since, ho:wever, ii?- the present state of international relations, such acti~n ·cannot be 
shecr~ed or lard down ~~ advance for all possible contingencies, the Polish Government shares 
t e v_rew, put forw~rd m paragraph 12 of the note, that, in order to increase the de ree of 
secb undtd~ ~nd r1ende~ rt measurable,_ the obligations contained inthe Covenant must be suppleJ;ented 

y a rhona regronal undertakings. · 

3: · The Polish Government is quite able to agree that " althou h ara h fA · 
fo;tat~s: gap frfom a legal_poin~ of view, nevertheless, fro'm the pofitifal sf~~~p~~t th~~~~si~ 
a en m uence or peace m this freedom of action which it thus thre t t ' 
Members of the League in circumstances on which the bl' . . a ens o restore to the 
would be in a position to pass judgment " Th p r {iu tc opmwn of t~e whole world 
!hat this observation holds good only provided that ~hs Govern~ehnt C<;>nsrders, howeye~, 
mvested for the maintenance of eace are ade e powers wrt :whrch the. Council IS 
prevent conflict and to mediate is pbacked if necqeusate, abnd that. the action of the Council to . ,. sary, y sanctions. · 

4· While accepting the idea that the undertak' · · b · 
of Article r6 can be amplified if the Members of th L mgs gtven · Y the var~ous States in virtue 
for the establishment of international peace th {. 1~~g~e are honestly desrrous of co-operating 
more fully, when the Memorandum on Sec~rit e 0 rs overn.ment res~rves. the right to state 
part _to be played by the League in the or a~· co~es to be ~tscussed, r_ts vrews regarding the 
treaties of guarantee and assistance betweengg rsatwnf of regt?nal secunty by supplementary 

roups o countnes. . 
5· The Polish Government desires t h · · 

to the ideas developed in paragraphs II an3 ~~m! th~s~n~~~~~ac~Io~~e importance it attaches · 
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II. MEMORANDUM ON ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION. 

6. The Polish Government shares the conclusions set forth in M. Holsti's memorandum. 
It must, _ho~ever, point out that treaties of arbitration ~d conciliation cannot be regarded 
as affordmg m themselves an adequate guarantee of secunty. In its view such treaties can 
~ave ~o real value as guarantees of pe~ce except in S? far as they are linked ~p with the obliga
tions 1m posed by the Covenant, and With the conclusion of general and regional security pacts. 

Su~ject to this general reservati~n. t~e Polish de!e_ga~ion is prepared to support any 
suggestion to extend the scope of arbitration and conciliation proceedings. As regards the 
v~rious type~ of tr~a~y contemplated in the appendix to the memorandum, the Polish delegation 
Will express Its opiruon when any concrete proposals that may be laid before the Committee 
come to be examined. 

ANNEX 4. 
C.A.S. 14· 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE FRENCH DELEGATION WITH REGARD TO THE 
MEMORANDUM ON ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION. 

I. The French delegation is in favour of the idea of treaties subjecting all disputes to 
arbitration (type No. I of the table annexed to M. Holsti's memorandum), (see Annex I). 

From the form in which the Rapporteur has arranged his table, the French delegation 
concludes that disputes of a juridical nature would, under type I, be solely within the juris
diction of the Permanent Court of International Justice. The French delegation would 
prefer, for disputes of a·juridical nature as well as for disputes of a non-juridical nature, that 
a little latitude should be left as regards the choice of jurisdiction. Certain examples which 
are followed by M. Holsti in his description of type I are of such a nature as to allow of the 
broadening of the type-treaty in this direction. This broader solution would therefore be 
preferred by the French delegation. 

II. The solution under which States are bound by arbitration only in disputes of a juridical 
nature may secure the approval of certain States which are not in favour of arbitration for 
all disputes. But in this ca~e it is absolutely necessary that conciliation procedure in non
juridical disputes should not be dissociated therefrom, because, for a security agreement, 
conciliation procedure is the indispensable corollary of arbitration when· arbitration is not 
absolutely obligatory. 

III. A system for the pacific settlement. of international disputes which only includes 
conciliation procedure without arbitration, even for conflicts of a juridical nature, seems to 
the French delegation to be inadequate. 

IV. General Arbit~ation Treattes. - The French delegation is in favour of the proposal 
for a treaty which would cover every kind of dispute and would apply to all possible relations 
of the contracting States inter se. It feels that arbitration treaties on the lines of the Franco
German Treaty concluded at Locarno and as suggested by the Swedish and Norwegian Govern
ments might be applied generally, as far, ·at any rate, as the principles c;oncerned. 

In practice, the difficulty would be the composition, in a general treaty, of different 
committees of conciliation to suitthe different States. The members of committeesofthis kind must, 
of course, possess the personal confidence of each party, and experience proves that States are 

• not by any means always inclined to select the same person. This is particularly the case when 
arbitration, applied to non-juridical disputes, necessitates the intervention of a mediator 
with special powers. A general arbitration treaty could only be established in the form of an 
agreement as to the framework ; States would have to be left the power to decide, by means of 
bilateral agreements, the composition of the committee of conciliation. 

V. Distinction between Disputes of a] uridical and Non-juridical Nature. - Such a distinction 
is a practical necessity because, in disputes of a juridical nature, the arbitrator gives 
judgment in the light of the law and relevant text15. In conflicts of a non-juridical nature, 
however, the arbitrator must have special powers to give a judgment in equity, as friendly 
mediator. It is important that this distinction should be so clearly defined as to be beyond 
all dispute. It would also be preferable to refrain from stating what disputes are of a non
juridical nature, since the very title means that they are all disputes which cannot be defined 
as juridical. If a definition were given in each case, there would be danger of positive or 
negative confli9ts between the two definitions. 

VI. Types of General Treaties of Arbitration. - I. The hypothesis of a treaty applying 
only to conflicts of a juridical nature would make it impossible for the parties to extend its 
scope, if they so wished, to the solution of all disputes, juridical or non-juridical, by means of 
arbitration. Thishypothesishas therefore as limited a scope as the acceptance of the compulsory 
jurisdiction of the Permanent Court of International Justice, as provided in Article 36 · 
of the Statutes of the Court.· 

On the other hand, it has, in comparison with the mere acceptance of Article 36, the 
advantage of being more elastic in that States may refer their disputes at will either to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice or t!i a tribunal like the Hague Court of Arbitration. . . 
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o A wider treaty including provisions regarding the rules to be appdliebd by the _arbkitrat_ors 
~- · "d · l t re woul e more m eepmg 

U'lim tMy are called ttpon to decide_ disf?llte~ of a non-1urz tO ~~ u th r hand it would, from a 
\\ith the thesis of compulsory arbitration ~~ ever:y: case. h n e o 1 ~reaty ~f arbitration (see 
practical point of view raise the same difficulties as t e genera . . t d 
paragraphs IV and V).' It is almost imp~ssible to conceive of a frier:J ~~~~a~~~1j~~~n te 
for all cases and having the same powers m every case. A treaty o t s I . Y 
established as an agreement with regard to the framework ;hit fw!ll ~!left ~~ y~e ';h~o~o~dt~~!~ 
define, by means of special agreements, the powers of t e nen Y me Ia or 
to decide between them. · -

VII Reservations which migizt have to be made in signing a General Trel!'ty' of A!bit~ation.~ 
1 Res~rvations making it possible for contracting States only to en~er znt_o obhgftttons wzt 
r;gard to certain States would tend to deprive the general treaty of_ 1ts umv~rsality _and ~o 
cause States to revert to individual agreements open to the ac~ess10n. of third parties. t 
will be rather strange to adhere to the idea of a general treaty If certam States were to be 
excluded therefrom. · - . 

2 • Reservations making it possible only to e_nter in~o ~blig_ations as regards certa~n disputes . ..,... 
The British memorandum points out that t~us possib~Ity IS allowe~ und~r ~rticle 36 ~f the 
Statutes of the Permanent Court of International Justice an~ that, If a Similar claus~ IS not 
included in the general treaty of ~bitrafion, !h~ treaty Itself would be le~s elastic than· 
the clause. The French delegation IS also of" op1mon that the sys~e~ of _arbi~ration. sho~d 
be elastic, but it has a different inception of the nat_ure of such elasticity. It admits arbitration 
for all dispmes without exception ; on t~e other hand, It ":oul~ prefer that States should be left 
free, to a certain extent, to choose thezr own court of arbztratzon. 

VIII. General Treaty of Conciliation. - It is difficult to see how ~. gene:al trea ·,· of 
conciliation could be concluded. For all Members of the League the conciliator IS, under the 
Covenant, the Council. Any other mediating body de?ignated by a_ general treaty would find 
its work overlapping that of the Council unless it possessed t~e ~pec1al confi_de~ce of the Sta~es 
submitting to its jurisdiction. But it would seem that a med1atmg body en]oymg such special 
confidence could only be designated by means 9f bilateral agreements. . · 

. . 

ANNEX 5. 
C.A.S. -16. 

PROPOSALS OF THE SERB-CROAT-SLOVENE DELEGATION. 

INTRODUCTION. 

The object of the Covenant is to create security, but ·the exact meaning of security has 
to be defined. The provisions of the Covenant may then in certain cases prevent war. There 
have, indeed, been instances in the last few years in which the Council has been able to forestall 
a conflict. . In theory, therefore, the members of the <;:otmcil possess, under. the Covenant, a 
fairly wide possibility of maintaining international peace. In the domain of practical politiCs, 
the system laid down in the Covenant_has not yet gained, in its actual working, the importance 
and character of quasi-automatic international machinery guaranteeing within the framework 
of the Covenant the effects which- the Covenant was intended to produce. The system of 
security, as contained in the Covenant, must be applied and studied for some time yet before 
any final conclusions can be drawn. Its value will have to be proved in cases of serious crises" 
in which the interests of great Powers are involved, in order that the peoples of the world may 
feel an absolute confidence in the unfailing action of the Covenant. Time is necessary for this. 

The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation feels that an effort should be made to strengthen the 
authority of the Council of the League, so that it may take certain and effective action in 
all the cases, without any exception, covered by the Covenant. · , 

Not until public opinion in all countries Members of the League has accepted in all sincerity 
and confidence the role of the Council as final arbiter of peace or war shall we be able to speak 
~f ~ec~rity guarante~d by .the Covenant, w_it~ all its logical consequences as regards the 
lirmtation and reduction of armaments. This IS not the case at the present time in most 
European countries. 

II. ARBITRATION. 

Th~ pa~ific settlemen~ of international_ disput~s by arbitration, by judicial settlement or 
by conciliat10n procedure IS at p~esent_ a~ Ideal still unattained throughout the greater part 
of Europe. In theory, the ~ssential pz:nc!ples_have been established for the application of all 
these peaceful measures, but m the practical policy of Governments arbitration and its corollaries 
occupy only. a. secondary p~sition. The situation_ is distinctly better than it was before 
the war, b~t It IS n?t yet poss1bl~ to say that all these peaceful processes form an effective part 
of the national policy of the vanous European countries. In this .case, too, time is necessary 
to allow these new methods for the pacific settlement of international questions gradually· 
to repla~e the older ~ethods of foreign policy. No pressure can be brought to bear, because a 
change m the mentaht~ a~d _gen~ral outlook of public; opinion itself must first take place before 
the usual methods of mbmidatlon and force Q~n be exclude9 from practical foreign policy . 

• 



For th~ ~rob~em of security, ~he evol~tion_ of ?X~itration and other pacific methods is a 
matter of capital Importance. This evolution Is still rn progress ; it must be stimulated and 
encouraged by every means, that is to say, by the development of the idea of arbitration and 
its effective applica~ion _in the f?reign policy of ev~ry com;try. N_ot until compulsory general 
and guaranteed arbitration dommates m the practical national pohcy of the countries Members 
of the League shall we be able to speak seriously of the security of nations guaranteed by 
arbitration. At present, this is not the case. 

ANNEX 6. 

C.A.S. 17. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE BRITISH DELEGATION ON THE MEMORANDUM 
ON SECURITY QUESTIONS. 

In paragraphs ss to 63 inclusive, the Rapporteur enumerates and classifies the existing 
arbitration and security agreements, to the number of_ eighty-five. In his classification he 
seems to recognise only a varying degree of efficacity, without indicating that the various forms 
of .these agreements are by their very nature diverse, some of them being evidently inspired 
by the Covenant, others, though not incompatible with the letter of the Covenant, being capable 
of being employed eventually in a manner inconsistent with its spirit. The point will be 
dealt with later in connection with paragraph 82. 

In paragraph 7S, the Rapporteur examines the possibility of finding some means of " filling 
the gap " in Article IS of the Covenant and of providing a way of obtaining a final and binding 
decision in all cases. He refers first to· the suggestion that the parties might agree between 
them to hold the Council's decision as final and binding even if the decision were only reached· 
by a simple or specified majority. He points out, however, that the defect of this arrangement 
would be that such an agreement would bind only the parties to the dispute; it would have 
no legal effect on the other Members of the League, which could nut therefore be called upon 
to apply the sanctions of Article 16 against a party which might seek to evade the obligation 
to accept a majority decision. 

He accordingly suggests two other alternatives. 

I. That the Council, if unable to make a unanimous report under Article IS of the Covenant, 
should assume the role of arbitrator and, acting,if need be, by a majority, give an award 
which would be of the s·ame value and force as an award given under Article 13. The Council 
would thus be acting as the " tribunal agreed on by the parties to the dispute " referred to 
in that article. (The Mosul decision is invoked as providing some precedent for this 
procedure, but if must be noted that in that case the Permanent Court of International 
Justice laid down that "the 'decision to be taken' must be taken by a unanimous vote", 
though for this purpose the votes of the parties were not to be counted.) Now, according 
to Article 13, "the Members of the League agree that they will carry out in full good 
faith any award or decision that may be rendered ", and, further, " that they will not 
resort to war against ·a Member of the League which complies therewith ". Article 16 
of the Covenant. comes automatically into operation whenever a Member ."resorts to war in 
disregard of its covenants ". Consequently, if a party to the dispute under this proposed 
arrangement refuses to accept a majority decision of the Council and resorts to war, all the 
other Members of the League could be called upon to apply Article 16, even including those 
which may have voted in the minority. 

2. The second alternative is borrowed from the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 
The Council, having failed to achieve unanimity, would refer the dispute to a body of arbitrators, 
whose decision would be binding and enforceable by the sanctions of Article 16. 

The effect of both of these alternatives is the same : Members of the League might be 
called upon to apply sanctions in the enforcement of a decision in which they do not concur 
and against which they may even have recorded a definite vote. This would cut at the root 
of the principle of unanimity and the sovereign rights of individual States. The Covenant 
purposely avoids this difficulty: under Article IS, paragraph 7, if the Council fails to reach 
unanimity, "the Members of. the League reserve to themselves the right to take such action 

,as they shall consider necessary for the maintenance of right and justice". As was pointed 
out at the time of the discussion of the Protocol, His Majesty's Government consider this 
inadmissible. The present proposals for filling the gap in the Covenant, even if practical, 
are to be deprecated as compromising one of the great principles which underlie the whole 
Covenant and which facilitate its application. 

At the ~nd of paragraph 79, the Rapporteur, in ~xamining the question of the determination 
of unprovoked aggression, refers to the proposal, contained in the Geneva Protocol, that 
the Council, in the ~vent of the outbreak of hostilities, should prescribe an armistice, and that 
the party violating the terms of th~ armistice should be held to be the aggressor. He further 
raises th~ qu~tion whether, for tl$ procedure, the Council should be empowered to take decisions 

. $ w 
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by a majority vote. His Majesty's Government see serious obj_ection to th~se. proposals .. In the 
first place, there must always be great difficulty in imposmg a_n armtstice on. belligerents 
once hostilities have broken out .. · The moment an attempt 1s made to bnng about a 
cessation of actual hostilities all kinds of subsidiary questions must inevitably be settled 
provisionally at the same time, such as the procedure in _regard to reinforcements. or 
supplies on their way by sea, land or air ; movement of forc~s m general, ~s also of supplies, 
both for the armies and the civil population ; aerial reconnaissance and many ot~er matters, 
which will vary in each case. In the second place, it is prop?sed tha~ th~ Co~ncll s~ould fix 
the terms of the armistice by a majority vote. Those who vot~ w1th the ~monty m1ght thmk ~hese 
terms unworkable. Yet, if one party refuses to comply wtth them, 1t becomes automat~ca~y 
an aggressor, and those Members of the Council which object to the terms of the armtstice 
are nevertheless called upon to apply sanctions against that party. 

Paragraph 82, which deals with the possibility of providing for common action by the 
parties to a regional pact against aggression by a non-participating ~tate, ~equ~res very c?-reful 
consideratipn in that the acceptance of the proposals there made m1ght gtve nse to a miscon
ception of the true nature of regional pa~t~, as understood by His Majesty's <?overnment at 
least .. It is only necessary to refer to the Bnbsh memorandum (Annex I, B, Question I page IJO) 
to show that they regard regional pacts of security as "treaties framed with the sole object of 
maintaining, as between the nations concerned, an unbroken peace ". If such pacts are used 
for the purpose of securing the parties; by a unilateral guarantee, against possible aggression 
from without; they become to that extent invested with the character of defensive alliances. 
It is true that a defensive alliance as such, and for so long as it is· employed solely for defensive 
purposes, ought not to be regarded as contrary to the spirit of the Covenant. But one defensive 
alliance is apt to call into existence a ·rival group, and this process might result ultimately in 
the division of Europe into hostile camps. Owing to the possibility of this development, 
defensive alliances against an external danger cannot be unreservedly admitted to be designed 
in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant. Security pacts on the model of the Locarno 
Treaty, on the other hand, are entirely in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant and really 
reproduce its provisions. For, under that Treaty, the parties are only bound to act together 
against the one of their number which resorts to war. If any outside party were subsequently 
to be brought within the scope of such- a treaty, he should rightly be entitled to expect, if 
attacked by one of the parties, to receive assistance from the rest, as well as being threatened 
with their combined opposition in the event of his attacking one of them. · 

Conditions (a) and (b) in· paragraph 84 are dependent on the establishment and entry into 
force of a general plan for the reduction of armaments. This is a matter which must await 
final decision until that plan is in the last stages of elaboration. These conditions are in the 
nature of. a " sanc_tion " to ~e att?-che~ to the plan of disarma,ment, and their suitability can 
best be discussed m connection wtth disarmament. . · 

As regards the accession of _third States to s,ecurity pacts (paragraph 85), it would seem 
to foll~w_from w~at has been sat~ _above .that this could only be effected with the consent of 
the extsting pa~es and on condition t~at the acceding State assurn.es all the obligations as 
w:ell as b_enefitu~g. by the advantages ~nvolved. Even so, His Majesty's Government see 
d1ffi~ultym proVIding for accessiOn by thtrd States in that it would be invidious for the existing· 
part1es to have to refuse a request for accession by a party whose inclusion in the pact might 
seem, for one reason or another, undesirable. . 

One of the sub-p?-Tagraphs of parag_raph 88 suggests that, " before registration "; regional 
pacts would be examm~d by th~ Council from the point of view of their conformity with the 
~venant: The Council could, if 1?-ecessary, sugg~st changes in the text of pacts submitted to 
1t. If this mea~s ~hat the_ Co~cil wou!d be entJt!ed to _refuse registration of pacts that did 
not c.o~forrn to 1ts 1~eal, thts ra~ses :'l delicate que~tJOn ~~1ch has already caused some division 
of oprmon, aJ?-d of whtch the elu~td?-tJOn would entail a cnbcal study of Article IS of the Covenant 
-a task which does not fall wtthm the competence of the Committee. • 
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ANNEX 4ble. 
C. A. S. 18. 

OBSERVATIONS OF THE FRENCH DELEGATION ON THE CONCLUSIONS OF tHE 
MEMORANDUM ON ART{CLES xo, u AND 16 OF THE COVENANT. 

l. First, Fifth, Seventh and Tenth Co11clusions. 

The French delegation regrets the complete abandonment of the criterion of aggression 
adopted in the Geneva Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. The 
objections adduced by M. Rutgers against a hard-and-fast definition of the aggressor certainly 
apply to the system of determining the aggressor resulting from the Rapporteur's proposals. 
The Council would indeed, according to the Rapporteur, be obliged to determine the Power 
to which the sanctions or Article 16 would have to be applied, on the basis of the greater or 
less goodwill shown by that Power in accepting its previous decisions during the .progress of 
the dispute followed by the Council in pursuance of Article II of the Covenant. 

It is to be feared that, if the Council is guided by facts which it is not easily able to verify, 
the good or bad faith of the parties may too easily be misrepresented. The system of the 
Protocol, on the other hand, had the advantage of entirely disregarding facts of this kind. 
One of the parties accepted or did not accept arbitration. It is conceivable that, if the Council 
is not able to verify sufficiently what is happening on the scene of action, the aggressor may 
even be the party which,_ submitted the matter to the Council in face of its adversary's threat. 

In connection with Articles 7 and 8 of the Geneva Protocol, Sir Austen Chamberlain, at 
the thirty-third session of the Council of the League, followed a line of argument which might 
easily be invoked against M. Rutgers' tenth conclusion. 

The French delegation sees only two effective methods of obviating the drawbacks of 
the proposed procedure : 

(a) The simultaneous taking of conservatory measures and setting up of supervisory 
bodies to verify their execution on the spot, the Council only ordering conservatory 
measures the execution of which it is in a position to verify. 

(b) The avoidance, in the Council's decisions, of too exact an enumeration of the 
conservatory measures to be taken in all cases, seeing that in certain cases they might 
have an effect contrary tq that desired .. on this understanding, the French delegation 
approves the first paragraph of the Rapporteur's first conclusion. 

II. As regards M. Rutgers' second conclusion, the French delegation suggests that it 
would no doubt be advisable for the Committee on Arbitration and Security, either through 
its bureau or; through a special sub-committee, to follow closely the work being done by the 
Transit Section of the Secretariat with regard to the improvement of the communications of 
the organs of the League in times of emergency. 

III. As regards the Rapporteur's third and sixth conclusions, the French delegation points 
out that, if the sanctions of Article 16 are not arranged for in advance, the possibility of having 
to apply Article 16 is much more likely to arise. To solve the problem of security, the three 
following types of solution are necessary simultaneoulsy : organisation of the pacific procedure 

~ for settling international disputes ; mutual assistance against the aggressor ; reduction and 
limitation or armaments. There can be no hope of applying an effective pacific procedure if 
the measures of moral pressure are not supported, if need be, by the threat of sanctions, and 
the Rapporteur seems to acknowledge this himself when, in his twelfth conclusion, and in 
paragraphs 203 and 204 of his report, he notes the importance of the scheme of financial assis-

. tance from the point of view of the prevention of conflicts. · 
In paragraph 168 of his report, however, M. Rutgers indicates a preference for a" general" 

preparation of sanctions in place of a preparation specially worked out with a view to a specific 
situation such as would result from the regional systems of security. The French delegation 
points out that the impression created by a threatened sanction obviously depends on the 
degree of clearness with which the preparations for assistance have been defined. 

IV. M. Rutgers' Eighth and Ninth Conclusions. 

In No. 161 and the following paragraphs of his report, M. Rutgers indicates, as still 
possessing value at the present time, the restrictive interpretations of the obligations devolving 
on States Members under Article 16 of the Covenant which were given by the 1921 Assembly 
in a series of resolutions. The Rapporteur states that the Assembly declared at the time that, 
pending ratification, these resolutions were to serve as provisional guiding principles for the 
States Members. 

M. de Brouckere would seem, however, to have definitely disposed of the question as far 
back as December 1926, in a report the conclusions of which have since served as a basis for 
the work of the Committee of the Council. (Sre, in particular, paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Chapter 

" 
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li of the report.) :\I. de Brouckere's detailed arguments should be supplemented by the more 
general observation that the non-ratified resolutions of 1921 created a provisional situation 
which, in the opinion of the French delegation, has no more value than the provisional situation 
resulting from the Geneva Protocol of 1924, which also was not ratified. · 

It might further be stated that the conception of the obligations contained in Article r6 
of the Covenant has developed since 1921 in such a way that it is not now possible to go back 
to those interpretations. Under the resolutions in question, the individual Members of the 
League decide for themselves whether the Covenant has or has not been broken. In reverting 
to this idea, particularly in his ninth conclusion, M. Rutgers has been led to indicate in para
graphs 198 et seq. of his report the practical difficulty of reconciling this idea with the applica
tion of the scheme of financial assistance drawn up by the Financial Committee. The system 
represented by the 1921 resolutions was in harmony with an application of Article r6 that is 
left entirely to the discretion of the States Members at the time when the aggression occu.rs. 
Once a beginning is made with the consideration of predetermined plans of assistance, it is 
obviously essential that all States Members should automatically be bound by the determination 
of the aggressor as reached by the Council. 
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ANNEX 7. 

C. P. D. 108. 
[C. A. S. 39.] 

B .. REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY 
ON -T:H;E WORK OF. ITS SECOND SESSION 

HELD AT GENEVA FROM FEBRUARY 20TH TO MARCH 7TH, 1928 
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I. Account of the Committee's Work from its Creation 
up to the End of its Second Session. 

At its meeting on November 3?th, 1927, th~ Pr~paratory Com~ission for ~h~ Disar~a~.ent 
Conference constituted the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty, transmittmg to It for 
guidance in its work the Council's decision concerning arbitration, security and disarmament 
dated September 27th and 28th, 1927, the report as approved on this occasion b~, the Council, 
and Resolutions IV and V adopted by the Assembly on September 26th, 1927 . 

At its meeting on December ~nd, 1927, the Committee on Arbitration ~nd Sec~t¥ drew 
up its programme of work and mstructed three Rapp?rteurs, ~· Holsti! M: Politis ~nd 
M. Rutgers, to submit three memoranda on the followmg questions : arbitration, secunty, 
articles of the Covenant. -

1 See Minutes of Second Meeting of Fifth Sessio'i} of the Preparatory Commission, Section 4, Part II, 

page 227. 
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1\I. Benes, Chairman of the Committee on Arbitration and. Security, convened a me~ting 
of the Rapporteurs on January 26th, I928, at Prague, in order tq enable them to co-ordmate 
their work in collaboration with himself. 

The Chairman and the Rapporteurs endeavoured to take into account, as far as ~ossible, 
the suggestions contained in the notes sent by the Belgian, British,_ German, Norwegian and 
Swedish Governments and the indications given by the representa~1ve~ of the other. Govern
ments, in the course of previous discussions on the question of arbttratwn ~'n~ secunty. 

The Chairman and the Rapporteurs have prepared a document, contammg : 
{I) An introduction t'o the three memoranda relating to arbitration, security 

and the articles of the Covenant ; 
(2) A memorandum on arbitration and conciliation, submitted by M. Holsti ; 
(3) A memorandum on questions relating to security, submitted by M. Politis ; 
(4) A memorandum on Articles IO, II and I6 of the Covenant and financial 

assistance, submitted by M. Rutgers. 
The memoranda, submitted by their authors in a personal capacity, has furnished a. 

basis for discussion at the second session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
The Comittee on Arbitration and Security, which met at Geneva from February 2oth to 

March 7th, I928, under the Chairmansbi? of M. Benes and the Vice-Chairmanship of M. Unden, 
discussed the ideas contained in the Introduction and the three memoranda. ·It appointed 
a Drafting Committee which, taking into. account the points of view ex?ressed by the different . 
delegations during the discussion, prepared : · 

{I) A model general convention for th~ pacific settlement of all international 
disputes; 

(2) A model general convention relating to judicial settlement, arbitration and 
conciliation ; 

(3) A model general conciliation convention ; 
(4) A model treaty of mutual assistance ; 
(5) A model collective treaty relating to non-aggression ; 
(6) A model bi-lateral treaty of the same type ; 
(7) Various resolutions which will be found hereinafter. 

These texts were then submitted for approval to the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security. · · 

The Committee, after renewed discussion, decided 
{I) To authorise its Chairman to convene it for a third session, not later than the 

end of June Ig28 ; · · 
(2) To proceed, at its third session .. with the second reading of the model treaties 

drawn up during its second session; · . 
(3) To examine, at its third session, the suggestions of the German delegation on 

the basis of a Memorandum prepared by M. Rolin Jaequemyns; ' 
(4) To study, at the same session, draft model bi-lateral treaties· 
(5) To continue the examination of the articles of the Covenant in ~ccordance with 

the resolution of the Assembly of I927. . . 
. The Committ~e on_ Arbitration a~d Security further expresses the hope that the results· 

of tts second sesswn Will be commumcated to all the States in time to be discussed at the 
next Assembly. 

II. Resolution concerning the Introduction to the Three Memoranda • 
on Arbitration, Security and the Articles of the Covenant. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 

. After studying the introduction to the Memoranda · Arb" 
Art 1 f h 

on 1tration, Security and the 
1c es o t e. Covenant submitted by the Chairman: 

Declares 1ts concurrence in the views therein expressed that : 
{I) The Covenant itself creates a measure of s "t h" h 

at its full value and that its articles are capable o;bue?n y w ~~- :~eds to be appreciat~d 
the majority of cases they can prevent war . g app te m such a way that m 

(2) The common will for peace of the St t M b f 
effectively within the framework of the Cov:nC:nt err;1 e;: 0 the Council can be ex~rcised 
ment does not provide an ri ·d cod f ' a t e more so because that mstru
':nses and that it is, therefo~e, ~exped!e~t f~0~:t~:e /~r ~he settle_ment of international 
hst of measures for preserving international peace~ 0 raw up m advance a: complete 

(3) For those States which seek more ff f 
v.ith an exten~ion of the machiner for th e e~ tve guarantees of se7u:ity, sid~ by side 
putes, the conclusion of security p~cts wit~ P~~fic ~ettle~ent of thetr mternatwnal dis
constitutes one of the most practical fo 0 f er t

1
ates m the same geographical area 

present possible to recommend. rms 0 supp ementary guarantee which it is at 

0 



III. Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

(a) INTRODUCTION TO THE GENERAL CONVENTIONS ON ARBITRATIO~ 
AND CONCILIATION. 

l. PRINCIPLES FOLLOWED BY THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY. 

The Committee has the honour to submit thiee draft general conventions._ 
In not submitting on this occasion any drafts of separate conventions, the Committee 

· has no intention of indicating any disinclination for this type of convention. The reason it 
has given priority in its programme to general conventions is that conventions of this type 
.are the most comprehensive. Once they have been drawn up it is easy to extract from them 
the elements of a separate convention, and this is what the Committee proposes to do at its 
next ses~ion. -

_ The two first conventions (Conventions A and B) provide for arbitration and conciliation ; 
the third (Convention C) provides exclusively for conciliation procedure. 

In drafting these conventions the Committee has been guided by a certain number of 
main principles : · · 

-I. It is necessary to take into account the particular situations of the different States 
and the objections which some of them would feel to the conclusion of extensive arbitration 
undertakings. 

In these circumstances it WO!-Jld be useless to attempt to bring forward a single and rigid 
type of arbitration and conciliation convention which would fall short of what some States 
are prepared to accept and go beyond what others might be able to accept. The three Con
ventions A, B and C provide sufficient variety to meet the desires and conditions of the different 
Governments. · 

The operation of the reservations authorised by these various conventions increases their 
elasticity-a feature which has been regarded as essential. 

It should be noted that the general conventions contemplated do not affect the general or 
special obligations with regard to arbitration or judicial settlement which States have assumed 
or may assume between themselves. The general conventions will only be applied subsidiarily, 
and will only govern disputes not aheady covered by other convention~. 

2. While the freedom of States must be fully respected, and no pressure, even if it is 
only moral pressure, be exerted on Governments to induce them to contract undertakings 
which they do not consider themselves able to perform, it is nevertheless essential that the 
undertakings entered into, however restricted they m~y be, should be of concrete value. 

To that end provisions aheady adopted in numerous separate conventions and ensuring 
the observance of undertakings assumed have been inserted in the Conventions. Hence the 
absence. of an agreement with regard to the submission to arbitration or to the constitution of 
the tribunal or Conciliation Commission will not prevent the procedure of peaceful settlement 
from taking its course. Thus all reservations of a vague and indefinite character have been 
avoided. · 

3· The Committee has endeavoured to make as Iew innovations as possibl-e. It has been 
guided by past experience, taking as a basis the numerous separate arbitration and conciliation 
conventions aheady concluded between large and small States in all parts of the world. 

Thus, the traditional distinction between disputes of a legal and. of a noJ1-legal nature 
constitutes the fundamental principle of Conventions A and B. 

II. CHARACTER OF THE THREE DRAFTS. 

Convention A. -The structure of Convention A is as follows : 
I. Disputes of a legal nature are submitted compulsorily to a judicial or arbitral settle

ment, and optionally to a preliminary procedure of conciliation. 
If the parties do not decide to resort to a special tribunal, or having decided to resort 

thereto, fail to agree on the terms of the special agreement (compromis), the dispute is brought, 
by means of an application, before the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

2. Disputes of a non-legal nature are· submitted compulsorily to a procedure of 
conciliation. 

The composition of the· Conciliation Commission, its mode of operation and the part it 
plays are the same in all thiee conventions~ They will be dealt with in the commentary on 
Convention C. 

In the event of the failure of conciliation, the dispute must be brought before an arbitral 
tribunal composed of five members. 

· If the parties fail to agree regarding the selection of the members of the tribunal to be 
appointed jointly, or if they fail to choose the members whom they must appoint severally, 
the Acting President of the Council of the League of Nations will make the necessary 
appointments. · 

- Convention B. - Convention B is conceived on the same lines as th~ arbitration and 
conciliation conventions concluded at Locarno.'-' 

J J 
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r Disputes of a legal nature are brought before the Permanent Court of International 
Justi~ unless the parties agree to have recourse to an arbitral tribunal. The rules are the same 
as in Convention A. . 1 ·- d f Tation 

2 Dis utes of a non-legal nature are submitted SimP. Y to a proce U:re o conc1 I . · 
If thi~ fails 1hey may be brought before the Council of the League of Nations under Article 
15 of the Covenant. . 

Convention C. _ The Committee has cons1dered that there are verf few S~ates. whtch, 
finding it impossible to accept the general or restricted obligations to subm1t to arbttratw_n and 
judicial settlement. contained it; _C~nventions A and B, would refuse to accept Convention C, 
which simply prov1des for conc1hat10n procedure. · . . . . . . -

The composition, mode of operation and duties of the Co!l~1hat!on Commtsston latd ?own 
by the Convention are in general reproduced from the proVlslO~s m the Loc.arno. treaties of 
arbitration and conciliation. The only change is that greater latitude has been granted to the . 
parties ; in particular, it is stipulated that the Conciliation Commission may be. permanent 
or specially constituted. 

III. GENERAL PROVISIONS COMMON TO THE THREE DRAFTS. 

The general provisions, which, except fo~ the adaptat!ons required by the three draft conve~-
tions, are common to all, call for the followmg explanations :· . 

1 . It is stipulated that the parties shall, during the procedure, abstain from any measures 
which may aggravate the d_ispute. · .-:t:he Permanent Court of It;~er~ational J~s~ice and the 
arbitral tribunal may prescnbe provtswnal measures. The Concthatwn Comm1ss10n has only 
the power to "recommend" such measures. . . . 
_ 2. The case of third Powers, parties or not to the Convention, whtch have an mterest 
in the dispute is specia~Iy provided for an~ ~et~Ied. If the th~rd ~tate is a party to the ~o~ven
tion it must take part m the procedure ; tf 1t 1s-not a party 1t Will be requested to parhctpate. 

3· · In spite of the importance of the largest possible :immber of accessions being given 
without reservations of any kind, the . Committee, which has sought to achieve something 
practical and to take account of the difficulties 'peculiar to each State, has made a wide 
allowance for reservations. 

Nevertheless, it has tried to regulate and classify them in order to avoid uncertainty 
and abuse. Four kinds of reservations have been laid down. The last, which is the widest, 
refers to "disputes concerning particular clearly defined subject-matters, such as territorial 
status" (see Convention A, Article 36, No. 2. (d)). Thus, any State, when acceding to the 
Convention, may exclude any question whatever. All that it need do is to make special mention 
of this ·question. In this way it has been found possible to get rid of the dangerous and vague 
reservation of vital interests ; if a State considers that. certain ·questions affect .its vital 
interests it will exclude them by a reservation mentioning these questions. -

Furthermore, the reservations stipulated by acceding States only apply to arbitration 
·.unless it is expressly stated that they shall also apply to conciliation. The Committee is 

strongly of opinion that reservations, which· are in all cases undesirable, should be of a wholly 
exceptional nature in the case of conciliation. . . . . 

Finally-and most important of all.,--the. operation of possible reservations has not been 
left to the discretion of the parties ; it is subject to control by the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice. . · . ·. .·. 

4· Disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the Convention will be 
submitted to the Pennanent Court of .International Justice .. The object of this provision 
is to prevent ·conflicts of interpretation constituting a reason or pretext for any of the parties 
to bring about the failure of the forms of procedure laid down. · 

5· Duration : it is stipulated that the Conventions shall have a fixed and uniform durq,. 
~ion of five years. On the expiration of that period they shall be renewed for the same period 
m the case of Powers which have not denounced. them in due time. 

IV. FACILITIES PROVIDED FOR THE CONCLUSION OF CONVENTIONS ON ARBITRATION AND 
jUDICIAL SETTLEMENT • 

. In order better to give effect to the last Assembly's wish for an increased use of forms of 
pactfic pro~edure and for a larger number of conventions on arbitration and judicial settlement 
the Comm!tte~ has thought fit t~ frame a draft resolution defining the conditions on which 
the Councll. Wlll b«? able to lend 1ts good offices to States desiring to conclude such treaties. 

V. METHOD OF FACILITATING ACCESSIONS TO THE OPTIONAL CLAUSE OF ARTICLE 36 OF THE 
STATUTE OF THE PERMANENT COURT OF INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE. 

The Committee, realising the obstacles which prevent States from committing themselves 
h~ thou_g~t. ~hat the only method of reducing them at present possible is to draw attention t~ 
\e. posstbllttJes offered ~y t_he terms of the::_ Clause in Article 36 to States which do not see 
:i~~~il~~t~h~o :~~e~e J; ;~ ~tthout 9ualificat1b'on to do so, ·subject to appropriate ·reservations 
A d' 1 · . etr commttments, oth as regards duration and as regards scope. 

ccor mg y, th~ Commtttee has framed a draft resolution ·enabling the Council to re uest 
those ~tates 'Yhtch have not yet acceded to the clause of Article 36 to consider with due ri ard 
to thetr own mterests whether they can do so on the conditions above indicated, g 

• 
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(b) MODEL CONVENTIONS. 

DRAFT GENERAL CONVENTION FOR THE PACIFIC SETTLEMENT 
OF ALL INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES. 

(Convention A) 

(List of Heads of States) 

Being~incerelydesirous of developing mutual confidence and of consolidating international 
peace by assuring, through resort to pacific procedure, the settlement of disputes arising 
between their respective countries ; · 

Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting from international law 
is obligatory upon international tribunals ; 

Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except with their own 
consent; 

Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of the League of Nations, 
of forms of peaceful procedure allows of the settlement of all international disputes ; and 

Highly appreciating the recommendation of the Assembly of the League of Nations 
contained in its resolution of ............. that all States should conclude a general convention 
for the pacific settlement of all international disputes : 

. Have decided to achieve their common aim by means of a Convention and have appointed 
as their plenipotentiaries : 

(List of Plenipotentiaries) 

•.••• • ••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••• 0 0 •••••••• 0 • 

who, having deposited their full powers found in good and due form, have agreed on the 
following provisions : 

CHAPTER I. - PACIFIC SETTLEMENT IN GENERAL. 

Article I. 

Disputes of every kind which may arise between two or more of the high contracting 
parties and which it has not been possible to settle by diplomacy shall be submitted, under the 
conditions laid down in the present Convention, to settlement by judicial means or arbitration, 
preceded, according to circumstances, as a compulsory or optional measure, by recourse to 
the procedure of conciliation. 

Article z. 

I. Disputes for the settlement of whfch a special procedure is laid down in other 
conventions in force between the parties to the dispute shall be settled in conformity with 
the provisions of those conventions. 

z. The present convention shall not affect any agreements in force by which conciliation 
.procedure is. established between the high contracting parties or they are bound by obligations 
to resort to arbitration or judicial settlement which ensure the settlement of the dispute. · 

3· If, however, the agreements in force provide only for a procedure of conciliation, 
after such procedure has been followed without result the provisions of the present Convention 
concerning settlement by judicial means or arbitration shall be applied. 

Article 3. 

I. In the case of a dispute the occasion of which, according to the municipal law of one 
of the parties, falls within the competence of its judicial or administrative authorities, the 
party in question may object to the matter in dispute being submitted for settlement by the 
different methods laid down in the present Convention until a decision with final effect has 
been pronounced, within a reasonable time, by the competent authority. 

z. In such a case the party which desires to resort to the procedure laid down in the 
present Convention must notify the other party of its intention within a period of one year 
from the date of the aforesaid decision. 

CHAPTER II. - jUDICIAL OR ARBITRAL SETTLEMENT. 

Article 4· 

All disputes with regard to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights 
shall, subject to any reservations which may be made under Article 36, be submitted for 
decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice, unless the parties agree, in the 
manner hereinafter provided, to have resort t~ '-n arbitral tribunal. 

§ . 
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Article 5· 
If the parties agree to submit the disputes mentioned in the pre~eding article to an arbitral 

tribunal they shall draw up a special agreement; unless the parties agree to .adopt as they 
stand the provisions of the Hague Convention of October I8th, I907, for .the ~acific. ~ettlement 
of International Disputes, the aforesaid special agreement shall determme, m addih?n to the 
arbitrators and the subject of the disput~, the details ?f the procedure and the rules. m regard 
to the substance of the dispute to be applied by the arbitrators. 

Article 6. 

If the parties fail to agree concerning the special agree~ent referred ~o. in "the precedin~ 
article or fail to appoint arbitrators, either party shall be at liberty, after g~vmg three months 
notice,' to bring the dispute by a simple application directly before the Permanent Court" of 
International Justice. 

Article 7· 

If in a judicial sentence or arbitral award it is stated ~hat a judgn;ent, o~ a measure e~joil).ed 
by a court of law or other authorit:y: of one of t!-Ie J?arhes to the dispute IS wholly or m pa~t 
contrary to international law, and if the constituti.onal law of that Stat~ does ~ot permit 
or only partially permits the consequences of the ]U\lgment or measure m qu~shon to be 
annulled, the parties agree that !he judicial or arbitral award shall grant the mjured party 
equitable satisfaction of another kmd. · 

Article B. 

I. In the case of the disputes mentioned in Article 4, before:any proced~re before the 
Permanent Court of International Justice or any arbitral procedure, the partie~ may agree 
to have recourse to the conciliation procedure provided for in the present Convention. 

2. In the case of the conciliation procedure failing, and after the expiration of the period 
of one month laid down in Article 25, the dispute may be submitted to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice, or to the arbitral tribunal mentioned in Article 5, as the case may be. 

CHAPTER Ill. - CONCILIATION. 

Article g. 

All disputes between the parties other than the disputes mentioned in Article· 4 shall be· 
submitted obligatorily to a procedure of conciliation before they can form the subject of a 
settlement by arbitration. 

Article Io. 

The disputes referred to in the preceding article shall be submitted to a permanent 
or special conciliation commission constituted by the parties. 

Article Ii. 
:...~ -

On a request to that effect being sent by on\! of the contracting parties to another 
contracting party, a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall.be constituted within a period 
of three months. 

Article I2. 
0 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwise, the Conciliation Commission shall be 
constituted as follows : 

I. The Commission shall be composed of five members. The parties shall each 
nominate one Commissioner, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. 
The three other Commissioners shall be appointed by agreement from among the nationals 
of third Powers. These three Commissioners must be of different nationalities and must not 
be habitually resident in the territory nor be in the service of the parties concerned. The 
contracting parties shall appoint the President of the Commission from among them. 

2, The Commissioners shall be appointed for three years. They shall be re-eligible. 
The Commissioners appointed jointly may be replaced during the course of their mandate by 
agreell!e~t between ~he partie~. Either p~rty may, however, at any time replace a 
CommiSsiOner whom It has appomted. Even 1f replaced, the Commissioners shall continue to 
exercise their functions until the termination of the work in hand. . 

3· V~c~ncies which may o~cur ~s a .result of death, resignation or any other cause shall 
be filled Within the shortest possible time m the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Article I3. 

If, ~hen a ?is.Pute ~rises, no Pe~anent Conciliation' Commission appointed by the parties 
to the diSp_ute IS 1!1 eXIStence, a special Commission, appointed in the manner laid down in 
the ~r~dmg arbcl~, shall, unless the pa;rties decide otherwise be constituted for the 
exammabon of the diSpute. - . ' 
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Article I4. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party to 
constitute or to fill vacancies on a permanent or a special Conciliation Commission, the 
President of the Swiss... Confederation shall, failing some other agreement, be requested to 
make the necessary appointments. 

Article IS. 

I. Disputes shall be brought before the Conciliation Commission by means of an 
application· addressed to the President by the two p~ties acting in agreement, or, in the 
absence of such agreement, by one or other of the parhes. 

· 2. The application, after having given a summary account of the subject of the dispute, 
shall contain the invitation to the Commission to take any necessary measures with a view 
to arriving at an amicable settlement. 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the parties, notification tbereof shail 
be made by such pa,rty without delay to the other party. 

Article 16. 

I. Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by one of 
the parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replace its own 
Commissioner, for the examination of the particular dispute, by a person possessing special 
competence in the matter. 

2. The party making use of this right shall immediately inform tlie other party; the 
latter shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date on 
which the notification reaches it. 

Article I7. 

I. In the absence of agreement to the. contrary between the parties, the Conciliation 
Commission shall.meet at the seat of the League of Nations or at som~:: other place selected 
by its President. 

2. The Commission may in all circumstances request the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations to afford it his assistance. 

Article IB. 

The work of the Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in public unless a decision 
to that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article Ig. 

_ I. Failing any provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall lay 
down its own procedure, which in any case must provide for both parties being heard. In 
regard to enquirie~. the Commission, unless it decides unanimously .to the contrary, shall act 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter III of the Hague Convention of October I8th, 
I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. T.lle parties shall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents, 
whose duty shall be to act as intermediaries between them and the Commission ; they may, 

· • moreover, be assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may 
request that all persons whose evidence appears to them desirable should be heard. 

· 3· The Commission, for its part, shall be entitled to request oral explanations from the 
agents, counsel and experts of the two parties as well as from all persons it may think desirable 
to summon with the consent of their Governments. 

Article 20. 

Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, the decisions of the Conciliation Commission 
shall be taken by a majority. 

Article 21. 

The parties undertake to facilitate the work of the Conciliation Commission and 
particularly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant documents and 
information, as well as to use the means at their disposal to allow it to proceed in their territory, 
and in accordance with their law, to the summoning and hearing of witnesses or experts and 
to visit the localities in question. 

Article 22. 

I. During the proceedings of the Commission each of the Commissioners shall receive 
emoluments, the amount of which shall be fixed by agreement between the parties, each of 
which shall contribute an equal share. 

2. The general expenses arising out of the working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. • 
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Article 23. 

Th task of the Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate the. questiom in ?ispute, 
to c~iect cwith that object all necessary information by mea:ns of enqurry or otherWise,_ and 
to endeavour to bring the parties to an agreement. It may, af~er the cas~ has been exammed, 
inform the parties of the terms of settle~ent .~hich seem smtable to It and lay down the 
period within which they are to ~ake their deciSI_on_. . 

2 . At the close of its proceedmgs, the CommissiOn shall draw up a proces-~erbal stat.mg, 
as the case may be either that the parties have come to an agreement and, If need anses, 
the terms of the ag;eement, or that it has been impossible to effect a settlement. . . 

3· The proces-verbal shall contain the opinion of any member~ of the Co~~IS~Ion who 
arc in a minority, accompanied by a stat~~ent of the reasons on whic~ that opi~IOn IS based. 

4. The proceedings of the CommiSSion must, u~less the parti~S _otherWise agree, be 
terminated within six months from the date on which the Commission· shall have been 
notified of the dispute. 

Article 24. 

The Commission's proces-verbal shall be communicated with<:mt delay to the parties. 
The parties shall decide whether it shall be published. 

CHAPTER IV. - SETTLEMENT BY ARBITRATION. 

Article 25. 

I. If the parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termination 
of the proceedings of the Conciliation Commission mentioned in the previous ch_apter, the 
question shall be brought before an arbitral tribunal which, unless the parties agree otherwise, 
shall be constituted in the manner indicated below. ' 

2. If, however, recourse to arbitration is precluded by the operation of the reservations 
provided for in Article 36 the question shall, at the request of either party, be brought before 
the Council of the League of Nations, which shall deal with it in accordance with Article IS 
of the Covenant of the League. 

Article 26. 

The Arbitral Tribunal shall consist of five members. The parties shall each nominate 
one member, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. The two other 
arbitrators and the Chairman shall be chosen by common.agreement from among the nationals 
of third Powers. They must be of different nationalities and must not be habitually 
resident in the territory nor be in the service of the parties concerned. 

Article 27. 

I. If the appointment of the members of the Arbitral Tribunal is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party to 
constitute the arbitral tribunal, the President for the time being of the Council of the League 
of Nations shall, failing any other agreement, be requested, on the proposal of either party, 
to make the necessary appointments. 

~- In the event of the President for the time being of the Council of the League of Nations 
being a national of a Power concerned .in the dispute, the right of making the necessary 
appointment shall belong to the Council. 

Article 28. 

Va~a~cies which may oc~ur a~ a r_esult of death, resignation or any other cause shall b~ 
filled w1thm the shortest possible time m the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Artic·le 29. 

!he parties shall dra_w up a special agreement determining the subject of the dispute, 
and, If necessary, the details of procedure and the rules in regard to the substance of the dispute 
to be applied by the arbitrators. · 

Article 30. 

Fai.ling .stipulations to the cont!ary in ~he special agreement, the procedure followed by 
the Arbitral Tnbunal shall be that laid down m Part IV, Chapter III, of the Hague Convention 
of October r8th, I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

Article 31. 

Failing_ the concl_usion of a special agreement within a period of three months from the 
date on which the Tnbunal was constituted the dispute shall be brought before the Tribunal 
by an application by one or other party. 

Article 32. 

In t~e absence of rules laid down by the special agreement, the Tribunal shall apply 
~e rules m regard to the substance of the dispute indicated in Article 38 of the Statute of the . 
/r~ne~t Court of International Justice. If the dispute cannot be settled by the applica
Ion ° t e rules of law alone, the TribunalJ¥ay exercise the'functions of a friendly mediator . 

• 



CHAPTER V. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 33· 

I. In all cases, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out 
of acts already committed or on the point of being committed, the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, acting in accordance with Article 41 of its Statute, or the Arbitral 
Tribunal, shall lay down within the shortest possible time the provisional measures to be 
adopt~d. It shall in like manner be the duty of the Council of the League of Nations, if the 
question is brought before it, to ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken. The 
parties to the dispute shall be bound to accept such measures. 

2. If the dispute is brought before a Conciliation Commission, the latter may recommend 
to the parties the adoption of such provisional measures as it considers suitable. 

3· The parties to the dispute undertake to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of the judicial or arbitral decision or upon the arrangements 
proposed by the Conciliation Commission or the Council of the League of Nations and in 
general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or extend the 
dispute. · 

Article 34· 
Should a dispute arise between more than two States parties to the present Convention, 

the following rules shall be observed for the application of the forms of procedure laid down in 
the foregoing provisions : 

(a) In the case of conciliation procedure, a special commission shall invariably be 
constituted. The composition of such Commission shall differ according as the parties 
an have separate interests or as two or more of their number act together. 
· In the former case, the parties shall each appoint one Commissioner and shall jointly 
appoint Commissioners nationals of third States, whose numbers shall always exceed by one 
those of the Commissioners appointed separately by the parties. 

In the second case, the parties who act together shall appoint their Commissioner jointly 
by agreement between themselves and shall combine with the other party or parties in 
appointing third Commissioners. . 

In either event, the parties shall, unless they agree otherwise, be guided by Article I3 
and the following articles of the present Convention ; 

(b) In the case of judicial procedure, the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice shall apply ; . 

(c) . In the case of arbitral procedure, if agreement is not secured as to the composition 
't>f the Tribunal in the case of the disputes mentioned in Article 4, each party shall have the 
right, by means of an application, to submit the dispute to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice ; in the case of the disputes mentioned»in Article 9, Article 26 above shall 
.apply, subject to the inclusion in the Tribunal of one additional arbitrator for each third 
party having separate interests, 

Article 35· 
I. The present Convention shall be applicable as between the high contracting parties, 

whether or no a third State has an interest in the dispute. 
2. In conciliation procedure, the parties may agree to call upon such third State ; the 

Jatter shall be free not to intervene. 
3· In judicial or arbitral procedure a third State having an interest in the dispute shall 

always be requested to take part in the procedure which has been begun. It shall be bound 
to comply with this request if it is a party to the present Convention. 

Article 36. 

I .• The acceptance of the present Convention may be made conditional upon reservations 
which must be indicated either at the time of signature or at the time of accession. 

2. These reservations may be such as to exclude from all or part of the obligations laid 
down in the present Convention : 

(a) Disputes arising out of facts prior to the signatures or accession ; 
(b) Disputes concerning questions which by international law are solely within 

the domestic jurisdiction of States ; 
(c) Disputes concerning questions which affect the principles of the constitution 

of the State ; 
(d) Disputes concerning particular clearly specified subject-matters,, such as 

territorial status. 
3· The operation of the reservations is to be deemed to be conditional upon reciprocity. 
4· Disputes which, as the result of reservations, are not subject to arbitration or judicial 

settlement still remain subject to the procedureJor conciliation in the absence of any provision 
to the contrary. 
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Article 37· 

DisputeS relating to the interpretation or application of the presen! Convention, inclu?ing 
those concerning the classification of disputes and the scope of reservatiOns, shall be submitted 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Article 38. 

The present Convention, which is in conformity _wit~ the Covenant,Iof the League of 
Nations shall not in any way affect the rights and obligations of the Members of the League 
of Nati~ns and shall not be interpreted as restricting the duty of the League to tak~, at any 
time and notwithstanding any conciliation or arbitration procedure, whatever actiOn may 
be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of the world. 

Article 39· 

r.::.Th(pres~nt Convei_Ition, of wh!ch the French and ~nglis~ texts shall both be authentic, 
shall bear to-days date 1 ; It may, untiL ............... , be .signed on beh.alf of any Member 
of the League of Nations or of any non-Member State to which the Council of the League of 
Nations shall communicate a copy of the said Convention for this purpose. . 

2. The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt 
to all Members of the League and to the non-Member States referred to in the preceding 
paragraph. 

Article 40. 

As from ...........•..... • the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of 
any Member of the League of Nations or any non-Member State mentioned in Article .39· 

The instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League -
of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the 
non-Member States mentioned in Article 39· · 

Article 41. 

The:i'present Convention shall come into force on the ninetieth day following the receipt 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of the ratification or accession of not less 
than two contracting parties. 

Article 42 . 

. Ratifications or accessions received .after the entry into force of the Convention, in 
accordance with Article 4I, shall become effective as from the ninetieth day following the 
date of receipt by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

Article 43· 

I: The present Convention shall be concluded for a period of five years, dating from its 
entry mto force. · 

2 •.• It shall !emaii_I in force for further ~ucces~ive ~eriods of five years in the case of high 
contractmg parties which do not denounce It at least ~IX months before the expiration of the 
current period. 

3· Denunciation shall be effected by a Written notification addressed to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, who shall inform all the Members of the League and the 
non-Member States mentioned in Article 39· · · 

. 4· Notwithstanding denunciatio!l by one of the high contracting parties concerned in a 
dispute, .all forms of procedure pendtng at the term of the expiration of the period of the 
Convention shall be duly completed. 

Article 44· 
. The present Con~ention s~all be registered by the Secretary-General of the League of 

Nations on the date of Its entry mto force. · 
In .faith whereof, the above-mentioned .plenipotentiaries have signed tbP prP.sent 

Convention. 

Done at ·: · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·: ... in a single-copy, which shall be kept in the archives 
of the Secretanat of the League of Nations, and certified true copies of which shall be dtlivered 
to all the Members of the League and to the non~ Member States referred to in Article 39. 

1 Date of adoption by the Assembly. 
: One year after .the adoption of the ConvenHon by the Assembly. 

The day followmg the date mentioned in foot'note 2l 
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DRAFT GENERAL CONVENTION. FOR JUDICIAL SETTLEMENT, 
ARBITRATION AND CONCILIATION. 

(Convention B) 

(List of Heads of States) 

-;. .. 
Being sincerely desirous of developing mutual confidence and of consolidating interna

tional peace by assuring, through resort to pacific procedure, the settlement of disputes 
arising between their respective countries, 

Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting from international law 
is obligatory upon international tribunals, 

Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except with their 
. own consent, and 

Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of the League of Nations, 
of forms of peaceful procedure, allows of the settlement of all international disputes, 

Highly appreciating the recommendation of the Assembly of the League of Nations 
contained in its resolution of . that all States should conclude a general convention 
for judicial settlement, arbitration and conciliation, 

Have decided to achieve their common aim by means of a Convention and have appointed 
as their plenipotentiaries : 

(List of plenipotentiaries) 

Who, having deposited their full powers found in good and due form, have agreed on 
the following provisions : 

CHAPTER I. - PACIFIC SETTLEMENT IN GENERAL. 

Article I. 

Disputes of every kind which may arise between two or more of the high contracting 
parties and which it has not been possible to settle by diplomacy, shall be submitted to a 
procedure of judicial settlement, arbitration, or conciliation as laid down hereinafter. 

Article 2. 

I. Disputes for the settlement of which a special procedure is laid down in other 
conventions in force between the parties to the disputes shall be settled in conformity with 
the provisions of th~se convent_ions. 

2. The present Convention shall not affect any agreements in force by which conciliation 
procedure is established between the high contracting parties or they are bound by obligations 
to resort to arbitration or judicial settlement which ensure the settlement of the dispute. 

• 3. Nevertheless, if the agreements in force provide only for a conciliation procedure, 
the provisions of the present Convention regarding judicial or arbitral settlement shall come 
jnto operation when that procedure has been unsuccessfully employed. 

Article 3· 

I. In the case of a dispute, the occasion of which, according to the municipal law of one 
of the parties, falls within the competence of its judicial or administrative authorities, the 
party in question may object to the matter in dispute being submitted for settlement by 
the different methods laid down in the present Convention until a decision with final 
effect has been pronounced, within a reasonable time, by the competent authority. 

2. In such a case the party which desires to resort to the procedure laid down in the 
present Convention must notify the other party of its intention within a period of one year 
from the date of the aforesaid decision. , 

CHAPTER II. - JUDICIAL OR ARBITRAL SETTLEMENT. 

Article 4· 

All disputes with regard to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights 
shall, subject to any reservations which may be made under Article 29, be submitted for 
decision to the Perm'anent Court of International ·Justice, unless the parties agree, in the 
manner hereinafter provided, to have resort t~ ~n arbitral tribunal. 

~ 



Article 5· 

If the parties agree to submit _their dispute to an arbit~~!;~i~~~a;o~f~~nssh:Rh~rtJ:g~~ 
a special agreement ; unleSs ~he partt;s afhee ;o ~~?Je~~l~~~nt of Inter~ational Disputes, the 
Conven_tion of. October I t • ~9fJ7 d or .e li;Cl addition to the arbitrators and the subject 
~:o;:;~atis~~~~:a!h~gd~~~i1~to; t~e p:~~~~~~=· a~d the rules in regard to the substance of the 
dispute to be applied by the arbitrators. 

Article 6. 

If the parties fail to agree concerning the special agree~ent referred ~o. in the precedin~ 
article, or fail to appoint arbitrators, either par~y s~all ~e at liberty, after giVmg three ~on:hsf 
notice, to bring the dispute by a simple application directly before the Permanent our o 
International Justice. 

Article 7· 

If in a judicial sentence or arbitral award it is stated tha~ a decision: or a. measure 
enjoined by a court of law or other authority_ of one of ~he_parties to the dispute IS w~olly 
or in part contrary to international law, and If the consbtu~I?nallaw of th~t State _does not 
permit or only partially permits the consequences of the decisiOn or measure m <!u~stlon to be. 
annulled, the parties agree that the judicial or arbitral award shall grant the lllJUred party 
equitable satisfaction of another kind. 

CHAPTER III. - CONCILIATION. 

Article B. 

I. Before any resort is made to arbitral procedure or to proceedings beforethe_Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the dispute may, by agreement betw~en the parties, be sub
mitted to the conciliation procedm:e laid down in the present Convention. 

2. In the case of the conciliation procedure failing, and after the expiration of the period 
of one month provided for in Article 25, the dispute may be submitted to the Permantnt 
Court of International Justice, or to the arbitral tribunal as the case may be. 

Article g. 

All questions the settlement of which cannot, under the terms of the present Convention, 
be attained by means of a judicial or ·arbitral award shall be submitted to a procedure of 
conciliation. 

Article Io. 

The disputes referred to in the preceding article shall be submitted tci a permanent or 
special conciliation commission constituted by the_ parties. 

Article II. 

On a request to that effect being sent by one of the contracting parties to another contrac
ting party a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall be constituted within a period of 
three months. 

Article I2. 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwise, the Conciliation Commission .shall be 
constituted as tollows : 

I. The Commission shall be composed of five members. The contracting parties shall each 
nominate one Commissioner, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. The 
three other Commissioners shall be appointed by agreement from among the nationals of 
third Powers. These three Commissioners must be of different nationalities and must not be 
habitual~y resid_ent in the ~erritory, n?r be in the service of the parties concerned. The 
contractmg parties shall appomt the President of the Commission from among them. 

2. Th~ ~mmission~rs sh~l~ be appointed for three years. They shall be' re-eligible. 
The Commissioners appomted _JOmtly may be replaced during the course of their mand<~;te 
~y agreement. between t~e parties. E1~her party may, however, at any time replace a Commis
siOner whom It has appomted. Even If replaced the Commissioners shall continue to exercise 
their functions until the termination of the wo~k in hand. 

3· . V~ca_ncies which may occur as a result of death, resignation or any other cause shall 
be filled Withm the shortest possible time in the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Article I3. 

_If, when ~ disp!lt~ ari.ses, no Permanent Conciliation Commission appointed by the 
parties to the ~1sput~ ISm existence, a special Commission, appointed in the manner laid down 
m th~ pr~cedmg art1~le, shall, unless the parties decide otherwise, be constituted for the exammatwn of the dispute. " . \ 
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Article I4. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party 
to constitute a permanent or. a special Conciliation Commission, the President of the Swiss 
Conf~deration shall, failing some other agreement, be requested to make the necessary 
appomtments. · 

Article IS. 

_ r. Disputes shall be brought before the Conciliation Commission by means of an appli
cation addressed to the President by the two parties acting in agreement, or in the absence 
of such agreement by one or other of the parties. 

. 2. The ~plication, after having given a summary account of the subject of the dispute, 
shall contain the invitation to the Commission to take any necessary measures with a view to 
arriving at an amicable settlement. 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the parties, notification thereof shall 
be made by such party without delay to the other party. 

Article I6. 

I. Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by one of 
the parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replace its own 
Commissioner, for the examination of the particular dispute, by a person possessing special 
competence in the matter. 

· 2. The party making use of this right shall immediately inform the other party ; the 
latter shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date on 
which the notification reaches it. · 

Article '!-7· 

I. In the absence of agreement to the contrary between the parties, the Conciliation 
Commission shall meet at the seat of the League of Nations or at some other place selected 
by its President. 

2. The Commission may in all circumstances request the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations to afford it his assistance. 

Article I8. 

The work of the Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in public unless a decision 
to that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article Ig. 

I. Failing any provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall lay 
down its own procedure, which in any case must provide for both parties being heard. 
In regard to enquiries, the Commission, unless it decides unanimously to the contrary, shall 
act in accordance with the provisions of Chapter lli of the Hague Convention of the I8th 
October, I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. The parties shall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents whose 
duty shall be to act as intermediaries between them and the Commission; they may, moreover, 
l>e assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may request that 
all persons whose evidence appears to them desirable should ·be heard. 

· 3· The Commission for its part shall be entitled to request oral explanations from the 
agents, counsel and experts of the two parties as well as from all persons it may think 
desirable to summon with the consent of their Governments. 

Article 20. 

Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, .the decisions of the Conciliatio'n Commission shall 
be taken by a majority. · 

Article 2I. 

The parties undertake to facilitate the work of the Conciliation Commission, and particu
larly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant documents and information, 
as well as to use the means at their disposal to allow it to proceed in their territory, and in 
accordance with their law, to the summoning and hearing of witnesses or experts, and to 
visit the localities in question. 

Article 22. 

I. During the proceedings of the Commission each of the Commissioners shall receive 
emoluments, the amount of which shall be fixed by agreement between the parties, each 
of which shall contribute an equal share. 

2. The general expenses arising out of th~ working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. 



Article 23. 

I The task of the Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate th~ questionh in ~isputed 
to coliect with tha~ object all .necessary informa~o1tb~a;e:~~ro:h:n;:;;~~; ~:e:~~~~i::d. 
~~f~~!e:;~~~:tie~r~~fh~h~ei::~: s~~t~:;;;:~f~h.seem suitable to it, and Jay down the period 
within which they are to make theu decrs10n. . . 

2 At the close of its proceedings the Commission shall draw up a proc.es-verbal.statJng, 
as the. case may be, either that the parties ~ave co~e to an agreement and, 1f need anses, the 
terms of the agreement; or that it has been Impossible to effect a settlement. . . .· • 

3· The proces-verbal shall contain the opinion of any member!? of the Co~~~s~1on who 
are in a minority accompanied by a statement of the reasons on wh1ch that opm10n 1s based. 

4- The prOceedings of. the Commission must, unless the parties othenfise agree~ be 
terminated within six months from the day on which the Commission shall have been g1ven 
cognizance of the dispute. 

Article 24. 

The Commission's proces-verbal shall be c~mmunicated without delay to the parties. 
The parties shall decide whether it shall be pubhsh~d. . 

Article 25. 
If the parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termin~tion 

of the proceedings of the Conciliation Commission, the quest~on shall~ at the request ?f e1.th~r 
party, be brought before the Council of the League of Nat1ons,. wh1ch ~hall d~~l With 1t m 
accordance with Article I5 of the Covenant of the League of Nat1ons. Th1s proVIsion shall not 
apply in the case provided for in Article 8. 

CHAPTER IV. - GENERAL PROV~SIONS. 

Article 26. 

I. In all cases, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out of 
acts already committed or on the point of being committed, the Permanent Court of Inter-

. national Justice, acting in accordance with Article 4I of its Statute, or the Arbitraf Tribunal, 
shall indicate, within the shortest possible time, the provisional measures to be adopted. It 
shall in like manner be for the Council of the League of Nations, if the question is brought 
before it, to ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken. · The parties to the dispute 
shall be bound to accept such measures. 

2. If the dispute is brought before a Conciliation Commission the latter may recommend 
to the parties the adoption of such provisional measure as it considers suitable. 

3· The parties to the dispute undertake to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of the judicial or arbitral decision or upon the arrangements 
proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Council of the League of Nations, and in 
g~neral to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or extend the 
dispute. . . · 

Article 27. 

Should a dispute arise between more than two States parties to the present Convention,• 
the following rules shall be observed for the application of the forms of procedure laid down 
in the foregoing provisions : 

(a) In the case of conciliation procedure, a special Commission shall invariably be 
constituted. The composition of such Commission shall differ according as the parties 
have all separate-interests or two or more of their number act together. 

In the former case the parties shall eacl! appoint one Commissioner and shall jointly 
appoint Commissioners, nationals of third States, whose number shall always exceed by one 
the number of Commissioners appointed separately by the parties. 

In the. second case the parties who act together shall appoint their Commissioner jointly 
by agreement between themselves and shall combine with the other party or parties in 
appointing third Commissioners. , · 

In either event the parties shall, unless they agree otherwise, act in accordance with Article 
I3 and the following articles of the present Convention . 

. (b) In the case of judicial procedure, the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice shall apply. 

(c) . In the case of arbitral procedure,. if agreemen~ is not secured as to the composition 
of the tnbu.nal, each part~ shall have the nght to subm1t the dispute to the Permanent Court 
of InternatiOnal Justice directly by means of an application. 

Article 28. 

whether ~~~g~e~hl~dCS~:n~~sna.~h~\:r:s~Pi~I.'~:~~~i:;uf:.tween the high contr~cting parties, 



• 

- I99-

2. In conciliation procedure the parties may agree to call upon such third State · the 
latter shall be free not to intervene. ' 

3· In judicial or arbitral procedure a third State having an interest in the dispute shall 
always be requested to take part in the procedure which has been begun. It shall be bound to 
comply with this request if it is a party to the present Convention. 

Article 29. 

I. The acceptance of the present Convention may be made conditional upon reservations 
which must be indicated either at the time of signature or at the time of accession. 

2. · These reservations may be such as to exclude from all or. part of the obligations laid 
down in the present Convention : . 

(a) Disputes arising out of facts prior to the signature or accession ; 
(b) Disputes concerning questions which, by international law, are solely within 

the domestic jurisdiction of States ; 
(c) Disputes concerning questions which affect the principles of the constitution 

of the State ; 
(d) Disputes concerning particular . clearly specified subject-matters, such as 

territorial status. 
3· · The operation of the reservations is to be deemed to be conditional upon reciprocity. 
4· Disputes, which as the result of reservations are not subject to arbitration or judicial 

settlement, still remain subject to the procedure for conciliation in the absence of any 
provision to the contrary. 

Article 30. 

Disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the present Convention, including 
those concerning the classification of disputes and the scope of reservations, shall be submitted 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Article 31. 

The present Convention, which is in conformity with the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, shall not in any way affect the rights and obligations of the Members of the League 
of Nations and shall not be interpreted as restricting the duty of the League to take at any 
time, notwithstanding any conciliation or arbitration procedure, whatever action may be 
deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of the world. 

Article j2. 

I. 'rhe present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic, 
shall bear to-day's date 1 ; it may, until . . . . . . . . . . 1, be signed on behalf 
of any Member of the League of Nations, or of any non-Member State to which the Council 
of the League of Nations shall communicate a copy of the said Convention for this purpose. 

2. The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt 
to all Members of the League and to the non-Member States referred to in the preceding 
paragraph . 

Article 33· 

As from . . . . . . . . . . . . • the present Convention may be acceded 
to on behalf of any Member of the League of Nations or any non-Member State mentioned 
in Article 32. · 

-:(he instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all the Members of the League and to the non
Member States mentioned in Article 32. 

Article 34· 

The present Convention shall come into force on the ninetieth day following the receipt 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of the ratification or accession of not less 
than two contracting parties. 

Article 35· 
Ratifications or accessions received after the entry into force of the Convention, in accor

dance with Article 34, shall become effective as from the ninetieth day following the date of 
receipt by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

1 Date of adoption by the Assembly. 
• One year after the adoption of the Convention by the Assembly. 
'The day followinll the qa,te mentioned i3 footgtlte 2. 
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Article 36. 

I. . The present Convention shall be concluded for a period of five years, dating from its 

entry into force. . . · . e eriods of five years in the case of high 
2 . It shall !emaiJ? m force for further ~:c~er~t ~x months before the expiration of the

contracting parties which do not denounce 1 a e 

current period. . t" fication addressed to the Secretary-
3· Denunciation shall b~ effectehd byh all v:rfit~~ ~ll ~he Members of the Leagu.· e and the 

General ot the League of Natwns, w o s a m o 
non-Member States mentioned in Article 32. . . . 

a distute~~W1~~~~n~:n:ro~:~~~~~~~~i:: a~n;h~ftet: ~~gthec~~~~~~~~~ ~fr:he: ~~~~~r~fdth~ 
Convention shall be duly completed. -

Article 37· 
The present Conv~ntion sh.all be reigstered by the Secretary-General of the League of 

Nations on the date of Its entry mto force. 

IN FAITH WHEREOF, the above-mentioned Plenipotentiarie~ have signed the present 
Converttion. 

DoNE at . . . . . . . . . . . . in a single copy, which s~all be k~pt 
in the archives of the Secretariat of the League of Nations, and certified true copies of wh1ch 
shall be delivered to all the Members of the League and to the non-Member States referred to 
in Article 32. 

DRAFT GENERAL CONCILIATION CONVENTION. 

(Convention C) 

(List of Heads of States) 

Being sincerely desirous of developing mutual confidence and consolidating international 
peace by endeavouring to bring about, by the pacific procedm;e of conciliation, the settlement 
of all disputes which may arise between their respective countries and which may be capable 
of being the object of an amicable arrangement : · 

Highly appreciating the recommendation of the Assembly of the League of Nations 
contained in its resolution of . . . that all States should conclude a general conciliation 
convention : 

Have decided to achieve their common aim by means of a Convention and have appointed 
as their plenipotentiaries : 

(List of Plenipotentiaries) 

who, having deposited their full powers, found .in ·good and due form, have agreed on the 
following provisions : 

Article I. 

_Dispu~es ?f every kind whic~ may arise bet~een two or more of the high contracting 
parties .V.:hi~h 1t has ~ot been possible to settle by diplomacy shall be submitted to a procedure 
of conciliatiOn as laid down hereinafter. 

Article 2. 

~is~ute~ fo~ the set~lement of which a procedure by judicial settlement, arbitration o~ 
conohatiO!!Is la1d do:nn 1~ other Conv~~tions in force between the parties to the dispute shall 
be settled m conformity With the proVIsions of such Conventions. 

Article 3· 

If a disp~te which. ~ne of. the parties has laid before the Commission is brought by the 
pther party, m conformity With the Conventions in force between the parties before the 
er'l?anen~ Court of ~nternational Justice or an arbitral tribunal, the Commissi~n shall defer 

consideratiOn of the d1spute until the Court or the arbitral trib"Qnal has pronounced upon its 
competence. u 

o II 
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Article 4-

I .. In _the case of_a ~ispute the occasion of which, according to the municipal law of one 
of the _Parties,_ falls Wlthi~ the compe(ence of its judicial or administrative authorities, the 
P?-rty m question ma_y object ~o the matter in-dispute being submitted for settlement by the 
different methods laid down m the present Convention until a decision with final effect has 
been pronounced within a reasonable time by the competent authority. 

2. In such a case, the party which desires to resort to the procedure laid down in the 
present Convention must notify the other party of its intention within a period of one year 
from the date of the aforesaid decision. 

Article 5-

The disputes referred to in Article I shall be submitted to a permanent or special 
conciliation commission constituted by the parties to the dispute. 

Article 6. 

On a request to that effect being sent by one of the contracting parties to another con
tracting party, a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall be constituted within a period 
of three months. 

Article 7· 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwise, the Conciliation Commission shall be 
constituted as follows : 

I. The Commission shall be composed of five members. The parties shall each nominate 
one Commissioner, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. The three 
other Commissioners shall be appointed by agreement from among the nationals of third 
Powers. These three Commissioners must be of different nationalities and must not be 
habitually resident ·in the territory nor be in the service of the parties concerned. The 
parties shall appoint the President of the Commission from among them. 

2. The Commissioners shall be appointed for three years. They shall be re-eligible. The 
Commissioners appointed jointly may be replaced during the course of their mandate by 
agreement between the parties. Either party may, however, at any time replace a Commissioner 
whom it has appointed. Even if replaced, the Commissioners shall continue to exercise their 
functions until the termination of the work in hand. 

3· Vacancies which may occur as a result of death, resignation or any other cause shall 
be filled within the shortest possible time in the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Article 8. 

If, when a dispute arises, no Permanent Conciliation Commission appointed by the parties 
to the dispute is in existence, a special Commission appointed in the manner laid down in the 
preceding article shall, unless the parties decide otherwise, be constituted for the examination 
of the dispute. 

Article g. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party 
to constitute or to fill vacancies on a Permanent Conciliation Commission or a special 
·commission, the ·President of the Swiss Confederation shall, failing some other agreement, 
be requested to make the nec_essary appointments. 

Article xo. 
I. Disputes shall be brought before the Conciliation Commission by means of an 

application addressed to the President of the two parties acting in agreement, or in default 
thereof by one or other of the parties. 

2. The application, after giving a summary account of the subject in dispute, shall 
contain the invitation to the Commission to take all necessary measures with a view to arriving 
at an amicable solution. 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the parties, the other party shall 
without delay be notified by it of the fact. 

Article II. 

I. Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by one of 
the parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replace its own 
Commissioner for the examination of the particular dispute by a person possessing special 
competence in the matter. 

2. The party making use of this right shall immediately notify the other party of the 
fact; the latter shall, in such case, be entitled 4> take similar action within fifteen days from 
the date on which it received the notifi~ation. 
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Article I2. 

b t een the· parties the Conciliation 
i. In the absence of any agreement to the contrary e w t m other place selected by 

Commission shall meet at the seat of the League of Natwns or a so e 
its President. 1 f th Le e 

2. ·The Commission rna y in all circumstances request the Secretary-Genera 0 e agu 
of Nations to afford it his assistance. 

Article IJ. 

The work of the Permanent Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in pu~lic 
unless a decision to that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article I4. 

I. Failing any provision to the contrary, the Conciliation. Com!Ilission shall lay down 
its own procedure, which in an·y case must provide for both parties bemg heard .. In regard to 
enquiries the Commission unless it decides unanimously to the contrary, shall act m a«cordance 
with the' provisions of Chapter III of the Hague Convention of October I8th, I907, for the 
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. The parties shall be represented before the Conciliation C?m.mission by agents, whose 
duty shall be to act as intermediairies between them and the Commtsswn ; they may, moreover, 
be assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may request that 
all persons whose evidence appears to thei:n desirable should be heard. 

3· The Commission, for its part, shall be entitled to request oral explanati?ns fro~ the 
agents, counsel and experts of both parties, as well as from all persons it may thmk destrable 
to summon with the consent of their Governments. 

Article I5. 

Unless otherwise agreed between the parties, the decisions of the Conciliation Commission 
shall be taken by a majority. 

Article I6. 

The parties undertake to facilitate the work of the Conciliation Commission 
and particularly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant documents 
and information, as well as to use the means at their disposal to allow it to proceed in their 
territory, and in accordance with their law, to .the summoning and hearing of witnesses or 
experts, and to visit the localities in question. 

Article I7. 

I. During the proceedings of the Commission, each of the Commissioners shall receive 
emoluments, the amount of which sha,ll be fixed by agreement between the parties, each of 
which shall contribute an equal share. 

2. The general expenses arising out of the working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. · 

Article IB. 

I. The task of the,Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate the questions in dispute, 
to collect with that object all necessary information by means of enquiry or otherwise, and o 

~o endeavour to bring the parties to an agreement. It may, after the case has been examined, 
mform the parties of the terms of settlement which seem suitable to it and lay down the period 
within which they are to make their decision. · 

2. At the close ?fits proceedings, the Commission shall draw- up a proces-verbal stating, 
as the case may be, etther that the parties have come-to an agreement and, if need arises, the 
terms of the agreement, or that it has been impossible to effect a settlement . 

. 3· The proc.es-verbal shall contain the opinion of any members of the Commission who 
are m the mmonty, accompanied by a statement of the reasons on which that opinion is 
based. 

1· The pr?cee~i~gs of the Commission must, unless the parties otherwise agree, be 
term!nated Wtthm ~tx months from the day on which the Commission shall have been given 
cogmsance of the dtspute. · 

Article Ig. 

The .Commission's proces-verbal shall be communicated without delay to the parties. 
The parhes shall decide whether it shall be published. 

Article 20. 

I. In all case~, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out of 
~~: al~eady co~mttted or on t.he point of being committed, the Conciliation Commission. 

~ ~ven cogmsance of the dtspute, may recommend to the parties the adoption of such 
proVISional me_asures as it rna y consider desirable. 11 
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• 2 •. _The parties to the dispute undertake-to abstain from all measures likely to react 
preJudtc~ally upon the arrangements proposed by the Conciliation Commission, and in general 
to abstam from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or extend the dispute. 

Article 2I. 

· Sho~d a dispute arise between more than two States parties to the present 
Convention, the following rules shall be observed for the application of conciliation procedure : 

A special Commission shall invariably be constituted. The composition of such 
Commission shall differ according as the parties have all separate interests or two or more 
of their number act together. 

In the former case, the parties shall each appoint one Commissioner and shall jointly 
appoint Commissioners, nationals of third States, whose number shall always exceed by one 
the number of Commissioners appointed separately by the parties. 

In the second case; the parties who act together shall appoint their Commissioner jointly 
by agreement between them-;elves and shall combine with the other party or parties in appoint· 
ing third Commissioners. 

In either event the parties shall, unless they agree otherwise, act in accordance with 
Article 8 and the following articles of the. present Convention. 

Article 22. · 

i. The present Convention shall be applicable as between the high contracting parties, 
whether or no a third State has an interest in the dispute. 

· 2. The parties may agree to call upon such third State; the latter shall be free not to 
intervene. 

Article 23. 

I. The acceptance of the present Convention may be made conditional upon reservations, 
which must be indicated either at the time of signature or at the time of accession. , 

2. These reservations may be such as to-exclude from all or part of tht obligations laid 
down in the present Convention : 

(a) Disputes arising out of facts prior to the signature or accession ; 
(b) Disputes concerning questions which by international law are solely within 

the domestic jurisdiction of States ; 
(c) Disputes concerning questions which affect the principles. of the constitution 

of the State ; . 
(d) Disputes concerning particular clearly defined subject-matters, such as terri· 

torial status. 
3· The operation of the reservations is to be deemed to be condi~ional upon reciprocity. 

Article 24. 

Disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the present Convention, including 
those concerning the classification of disputes and the scope of reservations, shall be submitted 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Article 25. 
The present Convention, which is in conformity with the Covenant of the League of 

• Nations, shall not in any way affect the rights and obligations of the Members of the League 
of Nations and shall not be interpreted as restricting the duty of the League to take at any 
time whatever action may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of the world. 

Article 26. 

I. The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic, 
shall bear to-day's date 1 ; it may, until . . . •, be signed on behalf of any Member of'the 
League of Nations, or of any non-Member State to which the Council of the League of Nations 
shall communicate· a copy of the said Convention for this purpose. · 

2. The present Convention shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt 
to all Members of the League and to the non-Member States referred to in the preceding 
paragraph. · 

Article 27. 

As from. . . • the present Convention may be acceded to on behalf of any Member 
of the League of Nations or any non-Member State mentioned in Article 26. . 

The instruments of accession shall be transmitted to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, who shall notify their receipt ~o all the Members of the League and to the non-
Member States mentioned in Article 26. · 

1 Date of adoption by tbe Assembly. 
• One year after the adoption of the Convclition<>by the Assembly. 
• One day following the date mentioned AI foot'hote 2. 
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Article 28. 

· · th inetieth day following the receipt 
The present Convention shall come mto fo_rce onf hen t'fi t' or accession of not less 

by the Secretary-~eneral o.f the League of Natwns o t era 1 ca 100 

than two contractmg part1es. · 

Article 29. 

Ratifications or accessions received after the entry into .for~e of dthe Cf o1n1 ve~tionth!nd!~~
0~£ 

dance with Article 28 shall become effective as from the mnetleth ay o owmg 
receipt by the Secreta~y-General of the League of Nations. 

Article 30. 
' 

x. The present Convention shall be concluded for a period of five years, dating from its 
entry into force. . . 

2. It shall remain in force for further successive periods of five years m th~ ca~e of h1gh 
contracting parties which do not denounce it at least six months before the exp1rat10n of the 
current pe.riod. . 

3· Denunciation shall be effected by a written notification addressed to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, who shall inform all the Members of the League and the 
non-Member States mentioned in Article 26. 

4· Notwithstanding denunciation by one of the high contra~ti~g parties con~erned in 
a dispute, all forms of procedure pending at the term of the exp1rat1on of the penod of the 
Convention shall be duly completed. 

Article 31. 

The present Convention shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations on the day of its entry into force. · . . 

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

DoNE at . . . . . . . . in a single copy, which shall be kept in the 
archives of the Secretary of the League of Nations, and certified true copies of which shall 
be delivered to all the Members of the League .and to the non-Member States referred to in 
Article 26. 

(c) RESOLUTION ON THE SUBMISSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF MODEL 
GENERAL CONVENTIONS ON CONCILIATION, ARBITRATION AND JUDICIAL 

SETTLEMENT. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security recommends that the following draft resolution 
be submitted for the approval of the Assembly : 

" The Assembly : 

"•Having noted with satisfaction the model general conventions prepared by the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security regarding conciliation, arbitration and judicial 
settlement ; 

" Fully appreciating the value of these model general conventions ; 
" And convinced tha,t their adoption by the largest possible number of States would 

contribute towards strengthening the guarantees of security ; · 
" Recommends them for consideration by all States Members or non-Members of the 

League of Nations; 
" Hopes that they may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude conventions 

of this sort ; 
" Draws the attention of Governments which might find it impossible to assume 

general undertakings to. the fact that they ~ould be free to accept the rules established 
by these model convenhons by means of pnvate agreements or by a simple exchange of 
notes with States of their own choosing ; 

" ~n vjew of this possi~ility,inyites the Council t? issue to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations the necessary mstrucbons for the keepmg of a register in which would be 
~ntered the separate undertakings given within the framework of the' general conventions, 
~n order that States Members or !"~on-Members ?f the Le:'lg~e of Nations may be rapidly 
mformcd of the progress made m the extensiOn of this mdirect effect of the general 
conventions. " 

.. 

0 
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(d) RESOLUTION REGARDING THE GOOD OFFICES OF THE COUNCIL. 

ARBITRATION. 

The Committee .on Arbitration and Security recommends that ·the following draft 
resolution be submitted for the approval of the next Assembly : 

" The Assembly : 
" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 26th, 1926,. 

requesting the Council to offer its good offices to States 1\Iembers of the League for the 
conclusion of suitable agreements likely to establish confidence and security; 

"Recognising that the development of procedures for the pacific settlement of 
any disputes which may arise between States is an essential factor in the prevention of wars; 

" Expresses its appreciation of the progress achieved in concluding treaties of this 
kind, and its desire to see the application of the principle of the pacific settlement of all 
disputes extended as far as possible, and 

" Invites the Council, 
" To infor~ all States Members of the League that, should States feel the need of 

reinforcing the general security conferred by the Covenant and of concluding for this 
purpose a treaty to ensure the pacific settlement of any disputes which may arise between 
them, and should negotiations in connection therewith meet with difficulties, the Council 
would, if requested-after it has examined the political situation and taken account of 
the general interests of peace-be prepared to place at the disposal of the States concerned 
its good offices, which, being voluntarily accepted by them, would be calculated to bring' 
the negotiations to a happy issue." 

(e) RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE OPTIONAL CLAUSE OF ARTICLE 36 OF THE 
STATUTE OF THE PERMANENT COURT OF INTERNATIONAL JUSTICE. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security recommends that the Preparatory Commis
sion request the Council to submit the following draft resolution for the approval of the next 
Assembly: 

" The Assembly : 

" Referring to the resolution of October 2nd, 1924, in which the Assembly, considering 
that the terms of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the. Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice are sufficiently wide to permit States to adhere to the special Protocol 
opened for signature in virtue of that article, with the reservations which they regard as 
indispensable, and convinced that it is in the interest of the progress of international justice 
that the greatest possible number of States should, to the widest possible extent, accept 
as compulsory the jurisdiction of the Court, recommends States to accede to the said 
Protocol at the earliest possible date ; 

" Noting that this recommendation has not so far produced all the effect that is 
• to be desired ; . 

" Being of opinion that, in order to facilitate effectively the acceptance of the clause 
in question, it is expedient to diminish the obstacles which prevent States from committing 
themselves ; 

" Being convinced that the efforts now being made through progressive codification 
to diminish the uncertainties and supply the deficiencies of international law will greatly 
facilitate the acceptance of the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Court, 
and that meanwhile attention should once more be drawn to the possibility offered by 
the terms of that clause to States which do not see their way to accede to it without 
qualification to do so subject to appropriate reservations limiting the extent of their 
commitments, both as regards duration and as regards scope ; 

" Noting in this latter connection that the reservations conceivable may relate, 
either generally to certain aspects of any kind of dispute, or specifically to certain classes or 
lists of disputes, and that these different kinds of reservation can be legitimately combined ; 

" Recommends that States which have not yet acceded to the optional clause of 
Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice should, failing 
accession pure and simple, consider, with due regard to their interests, whether they can 
accede on the conditions above indicated ; 

" Requests the Council to communicate the text of this resolution to those States as 
soon as possible, desiring them to notify it of their intentions in the matter ; and 

" Asks the Council to inform them at the next session of the Assembly of the replies 
it has by then received." 

• 
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IV. Security Treaties ', 

(a) INTRODUCTORY NOTE TO .THE MODEL COLLECTIVE TREATIES 
MUTUAL ASSISTANCE AND OF COLLECTIVE AND BILATERAL TREATIES 

OF NON-AGGRESSION. 

The Committee thought it advisable to prepare three model treaties .which are of unequal" 
scope as regards the degree of security they might afford to States seekmg fresh guarantees. 

I. MODEL TREATY OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. 

The draft having the widest ~cope !s clearly that which c~mbines the three elements 
non-aggression, peaceful sett~ement. of disputes and mutual assistance. 

This draft differs from the Rhine Pact of Locarno in several respects : 

(a) It contains no clause guaranteeing the maintenance of th~ territ~rial status quo. 
(b) It provides for no guarantee by third States. . . 
(c) On the oth~r hand, it contains, with regard to the peaceful settlemen~ of dispu~es, 

a certain number of clauses which, in the Locarno Agreements, do not figure m the Rhine 
Pact but in annexed Conventions. 

These differences are due, in the model treaty recommended, to the following reasons 
. (a) The individual and collective guarantee of the maintenance of the territorial status 
quo would clearly constitute a very important factor of security in the model treaty proposed : 
but the fact that certain Powers, when negotiating such a treaty, would not feel able to accept 
such .a clause should not, in the Committee's opinion, prevent the negotiations from being 
successful. For the clause in question is not essential, and it is understood that, being concluded 
under the auspices of the League of Nations and within the scope of its Covenant, the treaty 
assumes the full maintenance of the fundamental principle of Article IO and all other provisions 
of the Covenant in relations between the high contracting parties. It is therefore quite possible 
to be content with the three essential factors of the treaty : non-aggression, the peaceful settle
ment of disputes and mutual assistance. By their close combination they signify that the 
high contracting. parties, renouncing the use of force to back up their claims, will be guided 
by a respect for legality in their relations with each other, and that whichever of them breaks 
its engagements will expose itself, apart from the possible application of the collective sanctions 
provided for in Article 16 of the Covenant, to the particular sanctions organised by the system 
of mutual assistance provided for in the treaty. . 

(b) Similarly, while the guarantee of third States can greatly add to the effectiveness of 
a treaty of mutual as~istance, clearly its absence must not constitute an obstacle to the con
clusion of the treaty. The Committee has therefore not thought it advisable to include a 
clause of this nature in the model treaty it recommends. In the event of the high contracting 
parties being able to rely on the guarantee of third States, the details of this guarantee might 
either figure in the treaty itself, according to the precedent of the Rhine Pact of Locarno, 
or be dealt with in separate conventions. 

(c) The Committee thoughtit advisable to insert in the model treaty it recommends a 
certain number of clauses relating to the peaceful settlement of disputes. This does not mean> 
that the parties will not be free to apply among themselves the clauses of wider scope which 
rna}' have been stipulated in the arbitration conventions they have previously concluded or 
which they may subsequently conclude; but the Committee desired to indicate that a certain 
minimum ~f explicit rules is necessary owing to the interdependence of the elements of 
non-aggressiOn, of the peaceful settlement of disputes and of mutual assistance. · 

.Since it is assuming obligation~ in regard to mutual assistance, each of the high contracting 
parties must know that the other parties are accepting sufficiently extensive obligations 
m regard to the peaceful settlement of disputes. 

The draft treaty recommended consists of a preamble and a series of articles. In the 
Com.mitt~e's view, thes~ texts are not ul!-alterable. The high contracting parties may make any 
modification they consider useful, provided they respect the interdependence and equilibrium 
of the three essential factors to which we have referred. 

The Committee itself indicates below a certain number of possible departures from the 
text which it has drawn up. 

Preamble. - The preamble might be limited to a single paragraph, omitting those which 
have .been borrowed from some of the Locarno Conventions. The Committee thinks, however, 

·that It would be well to ~etain these ~dditional paragraphs. They would serve to create that 
confidence between the high contractmg parties by which their relations should be governed. 
~ey :woul<;I mar~ the r~pect for legality by which the high contracting parties would agree to 

e gwded In their relations, and the absence of all chicanery and moral or political pressure. 

1 
Sec ~linutes of Second Meeting of Fifth Session of the Preparatory Commission Section 4 Part II 

page 227. o ' ' , 
~ \l 
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Article I. -The formula by which" each of the high contracting parties undertakes not 
to . . . resort to war against another contracting party" must, in the opinion ofthc Committee, 
be understood to mean that the parties~ which undertake by the treaty of mutual assistance 
to set.tle all their disputes by forms of pacific pt:ocedure, in every case exclude recourse to 
force m any form whatever, apart from the exceptions formally reserved in the text. 

Article 3· -.It might be possible and desirable in certain cases to add stipulations regarding 
flagrant aggress10n. 

Parties could insert in their treaty of mutual assistance a clause similar to that in paragraph 
3, Article ~h of the Rhine Pact of Locarno. 

The parties might further stipulate that, should the Council prescribe an armistice, they 
undertake to carry out its conditions. Such a formula would have the twofold advantage of 
not anticipating any measures that the Council might take in the case of hostilities which 
had started, and of facilitating the designation of the aggressor, if the Council decided to 
prescribe an armistice. But this is a difficult point, and the Committee thought it best to make 
no mention of it in the model treaty. 

Subjects which might be dealt with in Special Clauses. 

(a) Preventive and Provisional Measures. -The clause inserted in the general provisions 
with regard to the provisional measures which might be indicated by an international court, 
or recommended by a Conciliation Commission, could be supplemented in accordance with 
the indications contained in the proposals which the German delegation submitted on this 
subject and which· will later be examined in detail by the Committee on Arbitrn tion and 
Security. 

(b) Re-establishment of Peace after an Aggression. - The Committee had to consider, 
in pursuance of the proposal made by some of its members, whether the model treaty of mutual 
assistance should not include stipulations concerning the action to be taken by the Council 
in connection with the cessation of mutual assistance, the re-establishment of normal relations 
and the reparations to be claimed from -the aggressor. · 

After consideration, the Committee deCided that it would not be expedient to insert such 
detailed provisions. It would always be open to the parties, should they so desire, to extend 
their particular treaty by the inclusion of clauses of this kind. 

{c) Establishment of Demilitarised 'Zones. - The establishment of demilitarised zones, 
as long experience has shown -in particular the naval demilitarisation of the Great Lakes of 
North America or of the frontier between Norway and Sweden -tends to give nations a 
feeling of greater se~urity. This is not always the case, however. Here again all depends on 
circumstances. If the high contracting partie~ or certain of them wished to establish such 
zones along their frontiers they could do so by separate conventions. 

(d) Accession of Third States. -The Committee decided not to insert a clause stipulating 
that collective treaties of mutual assistance should remain open for the accession of third 
States. Such accessions are only conceivable-with the consent of the contracting parties. 

(e) Co-ordination of Treaties of Mutual Assistance with the Covenant of the League of 
Nations and any separate Agreements which the Contracting Parties may have concluded pre
viously. - The Committee considers that the provi-;ions of the draft harmonise with those 
of the League Covenant. The parties will have to see that no clauses are introduced the applica
tion of which would conflict with the operation of the Covenant. Otherwise they will risk 

• weakening the general guarantee given to Members of the League by Article 16 of the Covenant. 
In any case the parties will do well to retain in their treaty the clause by which they 

reserve their rights and obligations as Members of the League of Nations. . 
The parties will also have to co-ordinate with the treaty of mutual assistance any separate 

agreements which they may have concluded previously. 
{/} Duration of Treaties of Mutual Assistance. -The Committee did not feel called upon 

to decide between the various systems which could be adopted with regard to the duration 
of the treaty. It had in mind three main systems : the first, on the lines of the Rhine 

. Pact of Locarno, without indication as to duration but expiring as a result of a decision by 
the Council; the second, providing for a duration of ten or twenty years with the possibility 
of denunciation at the end of these periods after one year's notice, or, failing denunciation, 
renewal of the treaty by tacit consent for a similar period; the third system would be a combi
nation of the other two; it woul~ provide for a short trial period after which the parties could 
free themselves from their contract subject to one year's notice. If not denounced, the treaty 
would remain in force indefinitely, but it might be brought to an end by a decision of the Council. 

.The Committee has felt that none of these systems could be definitely selected without 
going very deeply into the question - a course which the shortness of the session has made 
it impossible to follow. 

(g) Aggression by a Third State. - The Committee has not felt called upon to refer to 
the mutual assistance to be afforded by contracting parties in the case of aggression by third 
States. The disc·ussion showed that some States hold that such a guarantee is necessary in 
view of certain definite contingencies, particularly where certain other States refuse to conclude 
with them a collective treaty, including non-aggression, the pacific settlement of disputes and 
mutual assistance. On the other hand, y: ma_¥1>e held that it is not for the League of Nations, 
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whose object it is to promote sincere co-operation ?etween all it~ Members· w!th a vi~~ to 
maintaining and consolidating peace, to recommend m a ~reaty of 1ts. own fra~mg: prov1s1ons 
which might lead to the formation of rival groups _of nations. In th~s conne<:1;10n 1t has been 
pointed out in the course of discussion that treaties of mutual ass1stanc~ w!l~ be the mo:e 
valuable and will more certainly merit the support of the League of NatiOns If they are,_ m 
accordance with the precedent of the Rhine Pact of Locarno, concluded between States wh1ch 
only a short time ago belonged to rival groups, or States whose differences might endanger 
the peace of the world. 

It is equally clear that the high contracting parties could not in any case afford any 
assistance to a third State which ventured to attack one of them in violation· of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. The insertion of a special clause to this effect is useless, since it 
cannot be presumed that a Power which agrees to become party to a treaty of security would 
be disloyal to any of its co-signatories. It would even be dangerous to insert such a clause, for 
it might well weaken the force of Articles 16 and 17 of the Covenant : the undertaking not to 
afford assistance to a third aggressor State would not, for States Members of the League of 
Nations, be an adequate guarantee. The Covenant provides not for negative but for positive 
action against any State resorting to war in violation of the engagements subscribed to in 
Articles 12, 13 and 15. 

(h) Linking up of Treaties of Mutual Assistance with Disarmament. -As pointed out 
above, in the paragraph which deal~ with the duration of treaties of .mutual assistance, the 
latter are calculated to facilitate the successfulissue of a general Conference on the Reduction 

· and Limitation of Armaments. The Committee on Security, not unmindful of the fact that it 
owes its origin to a 1927 Assembly resolution on the question of disarmament, feels bound to 
lay special stress on this consideration, which has influenced all its deliberations. But it would 
be premature, at the present juncture, to attempt to define the connection which should 
exist between treaties of mutual assistance and the limitation and reduction of armaments. 

(z) Recommendation with a View.to the Conclusion of Collective Treaties of Mutual Assis
tance. -Conceived as they are in the spirit of the League, and therefore meriting the League's 
full support, the conclusion of collective treaties of mutual assistance should, in the opinion of 
the Committee, be facilitated if necessary. The Committee therefore proposes to recommend 
a draft ~esolution. defining the conditions under which the Council of the League might, in this 
connection, lend 1ts good offices. In these cases Ule Council's task would obviously be a very 
delicate one, but we may be sure that it would, as ever, act with the greatest prudence, and 
that if it took action in such a matter it would be likely to prove successful. 

The conclusion of a collective treaty of mutual assistance, as conceived by the Committee, 
naturally presupposes a long effort of political preparation and endeavours to bring about a 
better understanding between the countries destined to conclude reciprocal agreements. · 

II. MoDELS OF COLLECTIVE AND BILATERAL TREATIES OF NoN-AGGRESSION • 

. States am~ious to obtain better guarantees of security but unwilling for some reason 
or anoth~:: to bmd themselves by a treaty of mutual assistance will find various model treaties 
un~er wh1ch they can ~nter into obligations with other States as regards non-aggression and the 
pac1fic settlement of diSpute~ on~y. The provisions_ of these treaties on these two latter points 
are the same as .those embod1ed m the draft collective treaty of mutual assistance. . 

(b) MODEL TREATIES. 

DRAFT COLLECTIVE TREATY OF MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. 

(Treaty D) 

(List of Heads of States) 

... 
. ~oting that respect for rights established b t t · · · · · 
IS obligatory upon international tribunals; Y rea Y or resultmg from mternatlonal Jaw 

Recognising that the rights of the se 1 St . 
own consent ; . vera ates cannot be modified except with their 

Considering that the faithful observa d . · . . · 
of forms of peaceful procedure allows f t:c1 un

1 
er the auspices of the League of Nations, 

. o e .e,tt em~nt of all international disputes ; 
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Desirous of establishing on a firm basis relations of frank co-operation between their 
respective countries and of securing additional guarantees for peace within the framework of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations : 

Have resolved to conclude a Treaty for these purposes and have appointed as their 
Plenipotentiaries 

·. 
Who, having exchanged their full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed 

on the following provisions : 

CHAPTER I. - NON-AGGRESSION AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. 

Arlicle I. 

Each of the high contracting parties undertakes, in regard to each of the other parties, not 
to attack or invade the territory of another contracting party, and in no case to resort to 
war against another contracting party. 

This stipulation shall not, however, apply in the case of: 
. (I) The exercise of the right of legitimate defence-that is to say, resistance to a 

violation of the undertaking contained in the first paragraph ; 
. (2) Action in pursuance of Article I6 of the Covenant of the League of Nations ; 

(3) Action as the result of a decision taken by the Assembly or by the Council of 
the League of Nations or in pursuance of Article IS, paragraph 7, of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, provided that in this last event the action is directed against a State 
which was the first to attack. 

Article 2. 

Each of the high contracting parties undertakes, in regard to each of the others, to 
submit to a procedure of pacific settlement, in the manner provided for in the present Treaty, 
all questions whatsoever on which they may differ and which it has not been possible to settle 
by the normal methods of diplomacy. 

Arlicle 3· 

Should any one of the high contracting parties consider that a violation of Article I of 
the present Treaty has taken place or is taking place, it shall immediately bring the question 
before the Council of the League of Nations. 

As soon as the Council of the League of Nations has ascertained that such a violation 
has taken place, it shall at once advise the Powers which have signed the present Treaty, and 
each of these Powers undertakes in such a case to give assistance forthwith to the Power 
against which the act complained of has been directed. 

Arlicle 4· 

:t. Should one of the high contracting parties refuse to accept the methods of pacific 
settlement provided for in the present Treaty or to execute an arbitral award or judicial 
de.cision and be guilty of a. violation of Article I of the present Treaty, the provisions of Article 3 
shall apply. 
• 2. Should one of the high contracting parties, without being guilty of a violation of 
Article I of the present Treaty, refuse to accept the methods of pacific settlement or to execute 
a11 arbitral award or judicial decision, the other party shall inform the Council of the League 
of Nations, which shall propose the measures to be adopted ; the high contracting parties 
shall accept these proposals. 

CHAPTER II. - PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES. 

Arlicle 5· 

r. The ·following provlSlons shalf apply to the settlement of disputes between the 
parties, subject to an~ wider undertakings which may result from other agreements between 
them. . . . 

2. The said provisions do not apply to disputes arising out of facts prior to the present 
Treaty and belonging to the past. 

Article 6. 

I. Disputes for the settlement of which a special procedure is laid down in other 
conventions in force· between the parties to the dispute shall be settled iri conformity with 
the provisions of those conventions . 

. .z. Nevertheless, if these conventions only provide for a procedure of conciliation, after 
this procedure has been employed without result, the provisions of the present Treaty concerning 
judicial or arbitral settlement shall be awlied.lh so far as the disputes are of a legal· nature. 
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Section I. - Judicial or Arbitral Settlement. 

Article 7· 

All disputes with regard to which the parties are in conflict as ~o their r~pective rights 
shall be submitted for decision to the Permanent Court of International. Justu:;e, unless the 
parties agree, in the manner hereinafter provided, to have resort to an arb1tral tnbunal. 

Article 8. 

If the parties agree to submit their dispute to an arbitral tribunal th~:y: shall draw up a 
special agreement ; unless the parties agree to ad.opt as they stand the prov~s10ns o~ the Hague 
Convention of October I8th, I907· for the Pac1fic Settlement of International Disputes, the 
aforesaid special agreement shall determine, in addition t<;> .. the arbitrators and the subject 
of the dispute, the details of the procedure and the rules m regard to the substance of the 
dispute to be applied by the arbitrators. 

Article 9· 

If the parties fail to agree concerning the special agreement referred to in the preceding 
article or fail to appoint arbitrators, either party shall be at liberty, after giving three months' 
notice, to bring the dispute.by a simple application directly before the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

Article IO •. 

If in a judicial sentence or arbitral award it is stated that a decision, or a measure t.njoined 
by a court of law or other authority ·of one of the parties to the disputt. is wholly or in part · 
contrary to international law, and if the constitutional law of that State does not permit or 
only partially permits the consequences of the decision or measure in question to be annulled, 
the parties agree that the judicial or arbitral award shall grant the injured party equitable 
satisfaction. · 

Section II. - Conciliation. 

Article II. 
-

I. Before any resort is made to arbitral procedure or to proceedings before the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the dispute may, by agreement between the parties, be submitted 
to the conciliation procedure laid down in the present Treaty. 

2. In the case of the conciliation pro~dtire failing, and after the expiration of the period 
of one month provided for in Article 28, the dispute may be submitted to the Permanent 
Court of Int~rnational Justice or to the arbitral tribunal, as the case may be. 

Article I2. 

All. disputes the settlelll:ent. <;>f which ~annot, under the terms of the present Treaty, 
be a~t.au~ed by means of a JUdicial or arbitral award, shall be submitted to a procedure of 
conciliatiOn. -· 

Article I3. 

The disputes referred to in the preceding article shall be submitted to a permanent or 
special conciliation commission constituted by the parties. . 

Article I4. 

. On a request to that effec.t .be!ng sent b:y o~e of the contract~ng parties to another contract
mg party, a Permanent Conciliation Comm1ss10n shall be constituted within a period of three 
months. _ · 

Article IS. 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwi~e, the Conciliation Commission shall be 
constituted as follows : 

I. ~he Commission ~h:Ul be composed of five members. The contracting parties shall 
each nommate one Co~~1Ss1oner, who may ~e chosen from among their respective nationals. 
~e three other Commissioners shal:l ~e appomted by agreement from among the nationals of 
third ~owers. T.hese t.hree Com~s10ners must be of different nationalities and 
be habitually resident m the temtory nor be in the service of the parti mdust .;~t 
contracting parties s.ha.ll appoint the President of the Commission from am::~h~~~e · e 

2. The Commissioners shall be appointed for three Th h ll b · · 
The·commissioners appointed jointly may be replaced durilge~. ey sf tah . e re-edhgibble. 
agreement between the parties. Either art rna e course o ~rr man ate y 
Commissioner whom it has appointed. Eve! if r~ y, however, . a~ any time re~lace a 
exercise their functions until the termin t' f thplaced, ~he CommissiOners shall contmue to 

. . a Ion o e work m hand. . 
3· Vacancies which may occur as a result f d th · · • 

be filled within the shortest possibl f . "· 0 ea ' resignation or any other cause shall 
e Ime m •u~ manner fixed for the nominations. 

' 
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Arlick I6. 

If, when a dispute arises, no Permanent Conciliation Commission appointed by the parties 
to the dispute is in existence, a special Commission, appointed in the manner laid down in the 
preceding article, shall, unless the parties decide otherwise, be constituted for the examination 
of the dispute. · · _ 

Arlick I7. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party to 
constitute or to fill vacancies on a permanent or a special Conciliation Commission, the 
President of the Swiss Confederation shall, failing some other agreement, be requested to 
make the necessary appointments. 

Artick IS. 

I. Disputes shall be brought before the Conciliation Commission by means of an 
application addressed to the President by the two parties acting in agreement, or in the 
absence of such agreement by one or other of the parties. 

. 2. The application, after having given a summary account of the subject of the dispute, 
shall contain the invitation to the Commission to take any necessary measures with a view 
to arriving at an amicable settlement. · 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the parties, notification thereof shall 
be made by such party without delay to the other party. 

Article 19. 
I:- Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by one of the 

parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replace its own 
Commissioner, for the examination of the particular dispute, by a person possessing special 
competence in the matter. 

2. The party making use of this right shall immediately inform the other party ; the 
latter shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date 
on which the notification reaches it. 

Article 20. 

I. In the absence of agreement to the contrary between the parties, the Conciliation 
Commission shall meet at the seat of the League of Nations or at some other place selected 
by the President. 

2. The Commission may in all circumstances request the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations to afford it his assistance. 

Article 21. 

The work of the Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in public unless a decision 
to that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article 22. 

· •. I. Failing any special provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall lay 
•down its own procedure, which in any case must provide for both parties being heard. In 
rtlgard to enquiries, the Commission, unless it decides unanimously to th~ contrary, shall act 
iri accordance with the provisions of Chapter III of the Hague Convention of October 18th, 
I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. · The parties :;hall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents whose 
duty shall be to act as intermediaries between them and the Commission ; they may, moreover, 
be assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may request that 
all-persons whose. evidence appears to them desirable should be heard. 

3· The Commission, for its part, shall be entitled to request oral explanations from the 
agents, counsel and experts of the two parties, as well as from all persons it may think desirable 
to summon with the consent of their Governments. 

Article 23. 

Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, the decisions of the Conciliation Commission shall 
be taken by a majority. 

Article 24-

The parties undertake to facilitate the _work of the . Conciliation Commission, and 
particularly to supply it to the greatest P<;lSSI~le extent With. all relevant_ doc~ment~ and 
information as well as to use the means at theu disposal to allow 1t to proceed m the1r territory, 
and in accordance with their law, to the summoning and hearing of witnesses or experts and 
to visit the localities in question. • • • 
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Article :25. 

1 During the proceedings of the Commis.sion each of the Commissioners s~all. receive 
emolu.ments, the amount of which shaiJ be fixed by agreement between the parties, each of 
which shall contribute an equal share. . · 

2 • The general expenses arising out of the working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. · 

Article 26. 

I. The task of the Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate t~e questions i!l dispute, 
to collect with that object all necessary information by means of enqmry or otherWise, a~d to 
ende.avour to bring the parties to an agreemen!· It may,. after th: case has been examm~d, 
inform the parties of the terms of ~ettle~~nt which seem smtable to It and lay down the penod 
within which they are to make their decision. 

2. At the close of its proceedings the Commission shall draw up a pro~es-verbal_stating, 
as the case may be, either that the parties ~ave co!fle to an agreement.and, If need anses, the 
terms of the agreement, or that it has been Impossible to effect a settlement. . _ 

3· The proces-verbal shaiJ contain the opinion of any member;; of the CO!fi!fiis~ion who 
are in a minority, accompanied by a statement of the reasons on which that Op!mon IS based. 

4· The proceedings of the Commission must, unless the pa_rties otherwise agree! be 
terminated within six months from the day on which the CommisSion shall have been giVen 
cognisance of the dispute. · 

Article, 27. 
The Commission's proces-verbal shaiJ be communicated without delay to the parties. 

The parties shaiJ decide whether it shall be published. 

Article 28. 

If the two parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termination 
of the proceedings of the Conciliation Commission, the question shall, at the request of either 
party, be brought before the Council of the League of Nations, which shall deal with it in 
accordance with Article I5 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. This provision shall 
not apply in the case provided for in Article II. 

CHAPTER III. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 29. 

I. In all cases, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out of 
acts already committed or on the point of being committed, the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, acting in accordance with Article 41 of its Statute, or the Arbitral 
Tribunal, shall indicate, within the shortest possible time, the provisional. measures to be 
adopted. It shall in like manner be for the Council of the League of Nations, ifthe question 
is brought before it, to ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken. The parties to 
the dispute shall be bound to accept such measures. 

2. If the dispute is brought before a Conciliation Commission the latter may recommend 
to the parties the adoption of such provisional measures as it considers suitable. 

3· The parties to the dispute undertake to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of the judicial or arbitral decision or upon the arrangements 
proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Council of the League of Nations and 
in general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or exten'd the• 
dispute. · 

Article 30. 

S~ould a dispute arise between more tha~ h~o States parties to the present Treaty, the 
followmg rules shall be observed for the application of the forms of procedure laid down in 
the foregoing provisions : · 

(~) In the case of C?I_lciliation procedure! ~ special C?mmission shall invariably. be 
constituted. The composition qf such Commission shall d1ffer according as the parties 
have all separate interests or two or more of their number act together. . 

In the .former case the parties shall,each appoint one Commissioner and shall jointly 
appoint Commissioners, nationals of third States, whose number shall always exceed by one the 
number of Commissioners appointed separately by the parties.· 

In the second case the parties who act together shall appoint their Commissioner jointly 
by a!l'r~ement_ between . t~emselves and shall combine with the other party or parties in 
appomtmg third CommiSSIOners. · · 

In either event the parties shall, unless they agree otherwise, act in accordance with 
Article r6 and the following articles of the present Treaty. 

_(b) In the case of judicial procedure, the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Jusbc~ shall apply. · . 

(c) · . In the case of arbitral procedure, if agreement is not secured as to the- composition 
of the tnb~al each ~arty shall have the right to submit the dispute to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice directly by means oi.an application. 

• • 
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'Article 31. 

I. The present Treaty shall be applicable as· between the high contracting parties, 
whether or no a third State has an interest in the dispute. 

z. In conciliation procedure the parties may agree to call upon such third State ; the 
latter shall be free not to intervene. 
· 3· In judicial or arbitral procedure a third State having an interest in the dispute shall 
always be requested to take part in the procedure which has been begun. It shall be bound 
to comply with this request if it is a party to the present Treaty. It may refuse if it is not a 
party_ to the present Treaty. 

Article 32. 

Disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the present Treaty, including 
those concerning the classification of disputes, shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

Arlicle 33· 

The present Treaty, which is intended to ensure the maintenance of peace and is in 
conformity with the Covenant of the League of Nations, shall not be interpreted as restricting 
the duty of the League to take at any time, and notwithstanding any procedure of conciliation 
or arbitration, whatever action may be deemed .wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of 
the world. 

Arlicle 34· 

The present Treaty, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic, shall 
bear to-day's date 1 ; it shall be ratified. The instruments of ratification shall be transmitted 
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all Members 
of the League: . 

Article 35· 
The present Treaty shall be ratified and the ratification shall be deposited at Geneva in 

the archives of the League of Nations as soon as possible. . 
It shall come into force as soon as all the ratifications have been deposited. 
The present Treaty, done in a single copy, shall be deposited in the archives of the League 

of Nations, and the Secretary-General of the League shall be requested to transmit certified 
true copies to each of the high contracting parties. 

Article 36 (Duration ot Treaty). 

The present. Treaty shall be concluded for a period of . . years as from its entry 
into force. · • 

Notwithstanding that the Treaty ceases to be in force all proceedings which at that 
moment have been commenced shall be pursued until they reach their normal conclusion. 

(As regards the duration of the Treaty, the Committee did not consider it its duty to 
decide between the various possible systems. It recommend.s three principal systems : 

(The first, on the model of the Locarno-Rhine Pact, not specifying any period but 
providing for expiry in virtue of a decision taken by the Council ; 

(The second, providing for a limited period of ten or twenty years, with the possibility 
of denunciation on. the expiry of that period, subject to one year's notice, or, failing 
denunciation, the renewal of the Treaty by tacit agreement for the same period ; 

(The third system would be a mixed system, providing for a short trial period, on the 
expiry of which the parties might withdraw, subject to one year's notice; failing denunciation, 
the Treaty would. be for an indefinite period, with the possibility of termination in virtue of 

•a decision taken by the Council.) 
Article 37· 

The present Treaty shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
on the date of its entry into force. 

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

DONE at . on 

DRAFT COLLECTIVE TREATY OF NON-AGGRESSION. 

(Treaty E) 

(List of Heads of States) 

Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting fro!D international law 
is obligatory upon international tribunals : 

Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except with their 
own consent ; · 

· 1 Date of signature. 
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Considering that the faithful observance, under the aus~ices of ~he Le~gue of. Nations, 
of forms of peaceful procedure allows of the settlement of all mternabonal _dispbt~s ' th . 

Desirous of establishing, on a firm baEis, relations of frank co-ope~at~on e ween eir 
respective countries and of securing !ldditional guarantees for peace Within the framework 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations ; · d th · 

Have resolved to conclude a treaty for these purposes and h_ave appomte as eir 
plenipotentiaries : 

who, having exchanged their full powers found in good and due form, have agreed on 
the following provisions : 

CHAPTER I. - NoN-AGGRESSION. 

Article I. 

Each of the high contractin~ parties undertakes, in r~gard to each o~ the other parties, 
not to attack or invade the temtory of another contractmg party, and m no case to resort 
to war against another contracting party. . 

This stipulation shaU not, however, apply m the case of : 
(I) The exercise of the right of legitimate defence-that is to say, resistance to a 

violation of the undertaking contained in the first paragraph ; · 
(2) Action in pursuance of Article I6 of the Covenant of the League of Nations ; 
(3) Action as the result of a decision taken· by the Assembly or by the Council of 

the League of Nations or in pursuance of Article IS, paragraph 7, of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, provided that in this last event the action is directed against a State 
which was the first to attack. 

Article 2. 

Each of the high contracting parties undertakes, in regard to each ·of the others, to 
submit to a procedure of pacific settlement, in the manner provided for in the present Treaty, 
all questions whatsoever on which they may differ, and which it has not been possible to settle 
by the normal methods of diplomacy. · · 

. ' -
Article 3· 

Should any ·one of the high contracting parties consider· that a violation of Article I 
of the present Treaty has taken place. or is taking place, it shall immediately bring the question 
before the Council of the League of Nations. · 

CHAPTER II. - PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES. 

Article 4· 

I. The following provi~ions shall apply to the settlement of disputes between the parties, 
subject to any wider undertakings which may result from other agreements between them. 

2. These provisions shall not apply to disputes arising out of events prior to the present 
Treaty and belonging to the past. · · 

Article 5· 

I. Disputes for the settlement of which ·a special procedure is laid down in other. 
Conventions in force between the parties to the dispute shall be settled in conformity with 
the -provisions of those Conventions. . 

2. Nevertheless, if these Conventions only provide for a procedure of conciliation after 
this procedure has been employed without result the provisions of the present Treaty 
concerning judicial or arbitral settlement shall be applied in so far as the disputes are of a 
legal nature. · · · 

Section I. - Judicial or Arbitral Settlement. 

Article 6. 

All disput.es wit.h reg~~ to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights 
shal~ be subm.Itted for deciSion !O the Per~anent Court of International Justice, unless the 
parties agree, m the mannel' heremafter proVIded, to have resort to an arbitral tribunal. 

Article 7· 

I~ the parties agree to submit. their dispute to an arbitral tribunal, they shall draw up 
a special. agreement ; unless the parties agree to ~dopt as they stand the provisions of the Hague 
Convention of October I8th, I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes the 
aforesaid special agreement. shall determine, in addition to the arbitrators and the subj~ct of 
the_dispute, the details of the procedlire and the fundamental rules to be applied by the 
arbitrators. • 

• • 
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Arlick 8. 

If the parties fail to agree concerning the special agreement referred to ~ the preceding 
article or fail to appoint arbitrators, either party shall be at liberty, after giving three months' 
notice, to bring the dispute, by a simple application, directly before the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

Arliclt~ g. 

If in a judicial sentence or arbitral award it is stated that a decision, or a measure 
enjoined by a court of law or other authority of one of the parties to the dispute is wholly 
or in part contr_ary to international law, and if the constitut10nallaw of that Stat~ does not 
permit or only partially permits the conseq.uences of the decision or measure in question 
to be annulled, the parties agree that the jud1cial or arbitral award shall grant the injure<) party 
equitable satisfaction. 

Section II. - Conciliation. 

Arliclt~ IO. 

I. Before any resort is made to arbitral procedure or to proceedings before the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the dispute may, by agreement between the parties, be sub
_mitted to the conciliation procedure laid down in the present Treaty. 

2. In the case of the conciliation procedure failing, and after the expiration of the period 
of one month provided for in Article 27, the dispute may be submitted to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, or to the arbitral tribunal as the case may be. 

Arlicle II. 

All questions the settlement of which cannot, under the terms. of the present Treaty, 
be attained by means of a judicial or arbitral award shall be submitted to a procedure of 

· conciliation. 

A rliclt1 I2. 

. The disputes referred to in the preceding article shall be submitted to. a permanent or 
special Conciliation Commission constituted by the parties. 

Article I3. 

On a request to that effect being sent by one of the contracting parties to another 
contracting party, a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall be constituted within a 
period of three months. · 

Arlicle 14. 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwi~e, the Conciliation Commission shall be 
constituted as follows : 

I: The Commission shall be composed of five members. The contracting parties shall 
··each nominate one Commissioner, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. 

The three other Commissioners shall be appointed by agreement from among the nationals 
.of third Powers. These three Commissioners must be of different nationalities and must not 
be habitually resident in the territory, nor be in the service of the parties concerned. The 
contracting parties shall appoint the President of the Commission from among them. 

2. The Commissioners shall.be appointed for three years. They shall be re-eligible. 
The Commissioners appointed jointly may be replaced during the course of their mandate by 
agreement between the parties. Either party may, however, at any time replace a Commissioner 
whom it has appointed. Even if replaced, the Commissioners shall continue to exercise their 
functions until the termination of the work in hand. · 

3· Vacancies which may occur as a resUlt of death, resignation or any other cause shall 
be filled within the shortest possible time in the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Arllck IS. 

If, when a dispute arises, no Permanent Conciliation Commission appointed by the parties 
to the dispute is in existence, a special Commission, appointed in the manner laid down 
in the preceding article, shall, unless the parties decide otherwise, be constituted for the 
examination of the dispute. 

Arlide I6. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party 
to constitute or complete a permanent or a special Conciliation Commission, the President of 
the Swiss Conferedation shall, -failing some other agreement, be requested to make the 
necessary appointments. · • 
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Article I7. 

I. Disputes shall be brough~ before the Conciliat~on Commission by means _of an 
application addressed to the President by the two pa~1es acting in agreement, or m the 
absence of such agreement by one or other of the part1es. . . 

2. The application, after having given a summary account of the subJect of. the. d1;;pute, 
shall contain the invitation to the Commission to take any necessary measures With a VIew to 
arriving at an amicable settlement. . . . 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the part1es, notificatiOn thereof shall be 
made by such party without delay to the other party. 

Article IB. 
I. Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by o~e of the 

parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replac.e Its O';ffi 
Commissioner, for the examination of the particular dispute, by a person possessm~ specral 
competence in the matter. 

2. The party making use of this right shall immediately inform the other party ; the 
latter shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date on 
which the notification reaches it. 

Article Ig. 

I. In the absence of agreement to the contrary between the parties, the Conciliation Com
mission shall meet at the seat of the League of Nations or at some other place selected by the 
President.,. _ 

2. The Commission may in all circumstances request the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations to afford it his assistance. · 

Article 20. 

The work of the Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in public unless a decision 
Jo that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article 2I. 

· r. Failing any special provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall lay 
down its own l?rocedure, which in any case must provide for both parties being heard. In 
regard to enquiries, the Commission, unless it decides unanimously to the contrary, shall act 
in accordance with the provisions of Chapter III of the Hague Convention of October r8th, 
I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. The parties shall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents whose 
duty shall be to act as intermediaries between them and the Commission; they may, moreover, 
be assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may request that 
all persons whose evidence appears to them useful should be heard. 

3· The Commission for its part shall be entitled to request oral explanations from the 
agents, counsel and experts of the two parties as well as from all persons it may think useful 
to summon with the consent of their Governments. · 

Article 22. 

Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, the decisions of the Conciliation Commission shall 
be taken by a majority. 

· Article 23. 

The parties undertake to facilitate the work of the Conciliation Commission and particu-e 
larly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant documents and information 
as well as to use the means at their disposal to allow it to proceed in their territory and i~ 
accordance with their law, to the summoning arid hearing of witnesses or experts and to visit 
the localities in question. · ' ' 

Article 24. 

I. During the proceeding~ of the Commission each of the Commissioners shall receive 
emoluments, the amount of wh1ch shall be fixed by agreement between the parties each of 
which shall contribute an equal share. ' 

2. The general expenses arising out of the working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. 

Article 25. 

I. The. task of the. Conciliation Com~ission s~all be to .elucidate the questions in dispute, 
to collect With th3:t obJect all. necessary information by means of enquiry or otherwise, and 
~o endeavour t~ bnng the parties to an agreement. It may, after the case has been examined, 
mfor.m the. parties of the terms of se~tlemen~ which seem suitable to it, and lay down the period 
Within which they are to make their decisiOn. 

2. At the close ?fits proceeding;;, ~he Commission shall draw up a proces-verbal stating, 
as the case may be, either that ~e parties h~ve co~e to an agreement and, if need arises, the 
terms of the agreement, or that 1t has been 1mposs1ble to effect a settlement. · 

.3· ~e P.roces-verbal s~all contain the opinion of any members of the Commission who 
are m a mmonty, accompanied by a statement of the reasons on which that opinion is based 

' . ' 
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1· The J?rC?Cee?fugs of the Commission mus~. \mless the pa~ties otherwise agree, be 
termmated Wlthin s1x months from the day on which the Commission shall have been given 
cognisance of the dispute. 

Article 26. 

The Commission's proces-verbal shall be communicated without delay to the parties. 
The parties shall decide whether it shall be published. 

Article 27. 

If the parties have not reached an agreement within a month from the termination of 
the proceedings of the Conciliation Commission, the question shall, at the request of either 
party, be brought before the Council of the League· of Nations, which shall deal with it in 
accordance with Article IS of the League Covenant. This provision s)Jall not apply in the case 
provided for in Article IO. . 

CHAPTER III. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 28. 

I. In all cases, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out of 
acts already committed or on the point of being committed, the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice, acting in accordance with Article 4I of its Statute, or the Arbitral Tribunal 
shall indicate, within the shortest possible time, the provisional measures to be adopted. It 
shall in like manner be for the Council of the League .of Nations, if the question is brought 
before it, to ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken. The parties of the dispute 
shall be bound to accept such measures. 

2. If the dispute is brought before a Conciliation Commission, the latter may recommend 
to the parties the adoption of such provisional measures as it considers suitable. · 

3· The parties to the dispute undertake to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of the judicial or arbitral decision or upon the arrangements 
proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Council of the League of Nations, and in 
general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or extend the 
dispute. 

Article 29. 

Should a dispute arise between more than two States parties to the present Treaty, the 
following rules shall be observed for the application of the forms of procedure laid down in 
the foregoing provisions : 

(a) In the case of conciliation procedure, a special Commission shall invariably be 
constituted. The composition ot such Commission shall differ according as the parties 
have all separate interests or two or more of their number act together. 

In the former case, the parties shall each appoint one Commissioner and shall jointly 
appoint Commissioners, nationals of third States, whose number shall always exceed by 
one the number of Commissioners appointed separately by the parties. 

In the second case, the parties who act together shall appoint their Commissioner 
jointly by agreement between themselves and shall combine with the other party or 
parties in appointing third Commissioners. 

• In either event the parties shall, unless they agree otherwise, act in accordance with 
Article I6 and the following articles of the present Treaty. 

(b) In the case of judicial procedure, the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice shall apply. 
· (c) In the case of arbitral procedure, if agreement is not secured as to the composition 
of the tribunal, each party shall have the right to submit the dispute to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice directly by means of an application. 

Article 30. 

I. The present Treaty shall be applicable as between the high contracting parties, 
whether or no a third State has an interest in the dispute. 

2. In conciliation procedure, the parties may agree to call upon such third State ; the 
latter shall be free not to intervene. 

3· In judicial or arbitral procedure, a third State having an interest in the dispute shall 
always be requested to take part in the procedure which has been begun. It shall be bound to 
comply with this request if it is a party to the present Treaty. 

Article 3I. 

Disputes relating to the interpretation or application o_f the present Treaty, including 
those concerning the classification of disputes, shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of 

·International Justice. · -
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Article 32. 

The present Treaty, which is intended to ensure the maintenance of peace and ?s ~ con
formity with the Covenant of the League of Nations, shall not be interpreted as restnc~g !he 
duty of the League to take at any time, and not~thstanding any. procedure of conciliatlon 
or arbitration, whatever action may be deemed Wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of 
the world. 

Article 33· 

The present Treaty, of which tpe French ~nd English texts ~hall _both be authentic, ~hall 
bear to-day's date 1; it shall be ratlfied. The mstruments of r!ltlfica~10n s~all be transmitted 
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, who shall notify their receipt to all Members 
of the League. · 

Article 34· 

The present Treaty shall be ratified and the ratification shall be deposited at Geneva in 
the archives of the League of Nations as soon as J?OSsi~le. • . · 

It shall come into force as soon as all the ratlfications have been deposited. · 
The present Treaty, done in a single copy, shall be deposited in the archives of ~he Le~gue 

of Nations, and the Secretary-General of the League shall be requested to transnnt certified 
true copies to each of the high contracting parties. 

Article 35· (Duration of Treaty). 

The present Treaty shall be concluded for a period of . years dating from its 
entry into force. · 

Nqtwithstanding that the Treaty ceases to be in force, all proceedings which at that 
moment have been commenced shall be pursued until they reach their normal conclusion. 

(As regards the duration of the Treaty, the Committee did not consider it its duty to 
decide between the various possible systems. It recommends three principal systems : 

(The first, on the model of the Locarno-Rhine Pact, not specifying any period but providing 
for expiry in virtue of a decision taken by the Council ; _ ·. · 

(The second, provi,ding for a limited period of ten or twenty years, with the possibilrty 
of denunciation on the expiry of that period, subject to one year's notice, or, failing denuncia
tion, the renewal of the Treaty by tacit agreement for the same period ; 

(The third system would be a mixed system, providing for a short trial period, on the 
expiry of which the parties might withdraw, subject to one year's notice ; failing denunciation, 
the Treaty would be for an indefinite period, with the possibility of termination in virtue of a 
decision taken by the Council.) . 

Article 36. 

As from . . . . the present Treaty may be acceded to in the name of any Member 
of the League of Nations or of any non-Member State adjacent to or in the neighbourhood of 
the signatory or acceding States. . · 

The instruments of accession shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, who shall notify receipt thereof to all the Members of the League of Nations. 

Article 37· 

The present Treaty shall be registered by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
on the date of its entry into force. 

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

DoNE at. on. 

DRAFT BILATERAL TREATY OF NON-AGGRESSION. 

(Treaty F) 

(List of Heads of States) 

.. 
_Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting .from internationai 

law IS obligatory upon international tribunals; 
Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except with their own 

consent; 
Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of the League of Nations of 

forms of peaceful procedure allows of the settlement of all international disputes ; ' 

1 Date of signature, 
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Desirous of establishing on a firm basis relations of frank co-operation between their 
respective countries, and of securing additional guarantees of peace within the framework 
of the Covenant of the Leagtie of Nations : · 

Have resolved to conclude a Treaty for these purposes and have appointed as their 
Plenipotentiaries ; 

Who, having exchanged their full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed on 
the following provisions : 

CHAPTER I. - NoN-AGGRESSION. 

Arlie~ I. 

The high contracting parties mutually undertake that they will in no case attack or 
invade each other or resort to war against each other. . 

-This stipulation shall not, however, apply in the case of: 
I. The exercise . of the right of legitimate defence, that is to say, resistance to a 

violation of the undertaking contained in the previous paragraph ; 
2. Ac~on in pursuance of Article I6 of the Covenant of the League of Nations ; 
3· Action as the result of a decision taken by the Assembly or by the Council of 

the League of Nations, or in pursuance of Article IS, paragraph 7, of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, provided that in this last event the action is directed against a State 

. which was the first to attack. 

Article 2. 

The high contracting parties undertake to settle by peaceful means and in the manner 
laid down in the present Treaty all questions of every kind which may arise between them 
and which it may not be possible to settle by the n<>rmal methods of diplomacy. 

Article 3· 

If one of the high contracting parties considers that a violation of Article I of the presl)nt 
Treaty has been or is being committed, it shall bring the question at once before the Council 
of the League of Nations. 

CHAPTER II. - PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES. 

Article 4· 
I. The provisions which fqllow shall apply to the settlement of disputes between the 

parties, witho-qt prejudice to any more comprehensive engagements which may derive from 
other agreements between them. 

2. These provisions do not apply to disputes arising out of events prior to the present 
Treaty and belonging to the past. 

Artie~ 5. 
. I. Disputes for the settlement of which a special procedure is laid down in other · 
Conventions in force between the parties to the dispute shall be settled in conformity with 
the provisions of those Conventions .. 

2. Nevertheless, if these Conventions only provide for a procedure of conciliation, after 
this procedure has been employed without result the provisions of the present Treaty concerning 
judicial or arbitral settlement shall be applied in so far as the disputes are of a legal nature. 

Section I. - judicial or Arbitral Settlement. 

Article 6. 

All disputes with regard to which the parties are in conflict as to their respective rights shall 
be submitted for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice, unless the parties 
agree, in the manner hereinafter provided, to have recourse to a special arbitral tribunal. 

Article7. 

If the parties agree to submit their dispute to an arbitral tribunal, they shall draw up a 
special agreement ; unless they adopt as they stand the provisions of the Hague Convention 
of October 18th, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, they shall in the 
special agr~ement determine, in addition to the ar~itrators and _the subject of the dispute, 
the details of the procedure and the rules to be apphed by the arbitrators. 

ArticleS. 

If the parties fail to agree concerning the special agreement referred to in the preceding 
article o~ fail to appoint arbitr_ators, either party shall be at liberty, after givh~g three m~mths' 

'notice, to bring the dispute directly before the Permanent Court of InternatiOnal Justice by 
making an application. a -
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Article 9· 

If in a judicial sentence or arbitral award it is stated that de.cision deli'l;ered o~ a measure 
enjoined by a court of law or other authority of one of the parties to the d1spute IS wholly or 
in part contrary to international Jaw, and if the constitution~l.Iaw of that Sta~e does I?-ot 
permit or only partially permits the consequences of the decisio_n or measure m questiOn 
to be annulled, the parties agree that the judicial sentence or arbitral award shall grant the 
injured party equitable satisfaction of another kind. 

Section II. - ConciUation. 

Article ro. 

r. Before any resort is made to arbitral procedure or to proceedings before the. Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the dispute may1 by agreement between the parties, be sub-
mitted to the conciliation procedure laid down in the present Treaty. . 

2. Should the attempt at conciliation fail, the dispute may, after the expiration of the 
period of one month provided for in Article 27, be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, or to the arbitral tribunal as the case may be. 

Article II. 

. All disputes which cannot! under the terms of the p~e~e~t Treaty, be settled by judicial 
or arbitral award shall be submitted to a procedure of concihatioJ;l. . 

Article 12. 

The disputes referred to in the preceding article shall be submitted to a permanent or 
special Conciliation Commission constituted by the parties. · 

Article 13. 

On a request to that effect being sent by one of the contracting parties to another contract
ing party, a Permanent Conciliation Commission shall be constituted within three months. 

Article 14. 

Unless the parties concerned agree otherwise, the Conciliation Commission shall be 
constituted as follows : 

I. The Commission shall be composed of five members. The contracting parties shall 
each nominate ope Commissioner, who may be chosen from among their respective nationals. 
The other three Commissioners shall be appointed by agreement from amorig the nationals 
of third Powers. These three Commissioners must be of different nationalities and ·must 
not be habitually resident in the territory nor be in the service of the parties concerned. The 
contracting parties shall appoint the President of the Commission from among the~. 

2. The Commissioners shall be appointed for three years. They shall be re-eligible. The 
Commissioners appointed jointly may be replaced during the course· of their mandate 
by agreement between the parties. Either party may,_ hctwever; at any time replace the 
Commissioner whom it has appointed. Even if replaced, the CommissioMrs shall continue 
to exercise their functions until the termination of the work in hand. 

3· Vacancies which may occur as a result of death, resfgnation or any other cause shall 
be filled within the shortest possible time in the manner fixed for the nominations. 

Article IS. 

If, when a dispute arises, no Permanent Conciliation Commission appointed by the parties 
to the dispute is in existence, a special Commission, appointed in .the manner laid down in the 
preceding articles, shall, unless the parties decide otherwise, be constituted for the examination 
of the dispute. · 

· Article I6. 

If the appointment of the Commissioners to be designated jointly is not .made within a 
period of three months from the date on which one of the parties requested the other party 
to constitute a permanent or a special Conciliation Commission, the President of the Swiss 
Confc;deration shall, failing some other agreement, be requested to make the necessary 
appomtments. 

Article I7. 

. I. Disputes shall be brought before the Conciliation Commission by means of an applica
tion addressed to the President by the two parties acting in agreement, or in ·the absence of 
such agreement by one or other of the parties. 

2. T~e appl!ca~ion! after having gi':e~ a summary account of the subject of the dispute, 
shall contam the mvJtation to the CommiSSIOn to take any necessary measures with a view to 
arriving at an amicable settlement. 

3· If the application emanates from only one of the parties, notification thereof shall 
be made by such party without delay to the o~her party. 

0 " 
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Arlicu IS. 

I. Within fifteen days from the date on which a dispute has been brought by one of 
the parties before a Permanent Conciliation Commission, either party may replace its own 
Commissioner, for the examination of the particular dispute, by a person possessing special 
competence in the matter. 

2. The party making use of this right shall immediately inform the other party ; the 
latter shall in that case be entitled to take similar action within fifteen days from the date on 
which the notification reaches it. 

Arlick 19. 

:r. In the absence of agreement to the contrary between the parties, the Conciliation 
Commission shall meet at the seat of the League of Nations or at some other place selected by 
its President. 

2. The Commi5sion may in all circumstances request the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations to afford it his assistance. 

Article 20. 

The work of the Conciliation Commission shall not be conducted in public unless a decision 
to that effect is taken by the Commission with the consent of the parties. 

Article 21. 

:r. Failing any special provision to the contrary, the Conciliation Commission shall 
lay down its own procedure, which in any case must provide for both parties being heard. 
In regard to enquiries, the Commission, unless it decides unanimously to the contrary, shall 
act in accordance with the provisions of Chapter III of the Hague Convention of October I 8th, 
I907, for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes. 

2. The parties shall be represented before the Conciliation Commission by agents whose 
duty shall be to act as intermediaries between them and the Commission :they may, moreover, 
be assisted by counsel and experts appointed by them for that purpose and may request that, 
all persons whose evidence appears to them useful should be heard . 

. 3· The Commission for its part shall be entitled to request oral explanations frdm the 
agents, counsel and experts of the two parties, as well as from all persons it may think useful 
to summon with the consent of their Governments. 

Article 22. 

Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, the decisions of the Conciliation Commission shall 
be taken by a majority. · 

Article 23. 

The parties undertake to facilitate the work of the Conciliation Commission, and parti
cularly to supply it to the greatest possible extent with all relevant documents and information, 
as well as to use the means at their disposal to allow it to proceed in their territory, and in 

· accordance with their law, to the summoning and hearing of witnesses or experts, and to visit 
the localities in question. 

Article 24. 
I. During the proceedings of the Commission each of the Commissioners shall receive 

emoluments, the amount of which c;hall be fixed by agreement between the parties, each 
of which shall contribute an equal share. 

2. The general expenses arising out of the working of the Commission shall be divided 
in the same way. 

Artick 25. 
:r. The task of the Conciliation Commission shall be to elucidate the questions in dispute, 

to collect with that object all necessary information by means of enquiry or otherwise, and to 
endeavour to bring the parties to an agreement. It may, after the case has been examined, 
inform the parties of the terms of settlement which seem suitable to it, and lay down the period · 

. within which they are to make their decision. 
2. At the close of its proceedings the Commission shall draw up a proc~verbal stating, 

as the case may be, either that the parties have come to an agreement and, if need arises, 
the terms of the agreement, or that it has been impossible to effect a settlement. 

-- 3· The proces-verbal shall contain the opinion of any members of the Commission who 
are in a minority, accompanied by a statement of the reasons on which that opinion is based. 

· 4· The proceedings of the Commission must, unless the parties otherwise agree, be 
terminated within six months from the day on which the Commission shall have been given 
cognisance of the dispute. 

Article 26. 

The Commission's proc~verbal shall be communicated without delay to the parties. 
The parties shall decide whether it shall be pubMshed. . 

• • 
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Article 27. 
If the parties have not. reachcu an agreement within. a month from the termin~tion 

of the proceedings of the Conciliation Commission, the quest~ on shall: at the request ?f e1_th~r 
party, be brought before' the Council of the League of Nations, ~hich sba!l deal.~th 1t m 
accordance with Article 15 of the Covenant. of the League of Natwns. Th1s prov1s1on shall 
not apply in the case provided for in Article 10. 

CHAPTER Ill. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article :28. 

x. In all cases, and particularly if the question on which the parties differ arises out of 
acts already committed or on the point of being committed, the Permanent C_ourt of_ Inter
national Justice, acting in accordance with Article 41 of its Statute, or the Arb1tral Tnbunal, 
shall indicate, within the shortest possible time, the provisional m~asures to b~ a~opted. ·It 
shall in like manner be for the Council of the League of Nations, tf the q":estion 1s br~mght 
before it, to ensure that suitable provisional measures are taken. The parties to the dtspute 
sha•l be bound to accept such measures. 
· :2. If the dispute is brought before· a Conciliation Commission, the latter may recommend 
to the parties the adoption of such provisional measures as it considers suitable. 

3· The parties to the dispute undertake to abstain from all measures likely to react 
prejudicially upon the execution of the judicial or arbitral decision or upon the a~rangemen~s 
proposed by the Conciliation Commission or by the Council of the League of Nations, and m 
general to abstain from any sort of action whatsoever which may aggravate or extend the 
dispute. 

Article :29. 

I. The present Treaty shall be applicable as between the high eontracting parties, 
whether or no a third State has an interest in the dispute. 

:2. In conciliation procedure the parties may agree to call upon such third State; the 
latter shall be free not to intervene. 

3· In judicial or arbitral procedure, a third State having an interest in the dispute 
shall always be requested to take part in the procedure which has been begun. 

Article 30. 
Disputes relating to the interpretation or application of the present Treaty, including 

those concerning the classification of disputes, shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. · 

Article 31. 
The present Treaty, which is intended to ensure the .maintenance of·peace, and is in 

conformity with the Covenant of the League of Nations shall not in any way affect the rights 
and obligations of the Members of the League of Nations and shall not be interpreted as 
restricting the duty of the League to take at any time, and notwithstanding any procedure 
of conciliation and arbitration, whatever action may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard 
the peace of the world. · · 

' · Article 32. 
The present Treaty shall be ratified, and the ratifications shall be deposited at Geneva 

in the archives of the League of Nations as soon as possible. 
It shall come 'into force as soon as the ratifications have been deposited. 
The present Treaty, done in a single copy, shall be deposited in the archives of the 

League of Nations and the Secretary-General shall be requested to deliver certified true 
copies to each of the high contracting parties. · 

Article 33· 
(Duration of Treaty.) 

. The present Treaty -shall be concluded for a period of years as from its entry 
mto force. ' 

Notwithstanding that the treaty ceases to be in force all proceedings which at that moment 
have been commenced shall be pursued until they reach their normal conclusion . 

. (As regards the d~ration o~ the Treaty, the Committee did not consider it its duty to 
dec1de between the vanous poss1ble systems. It recommend~ three principal systems : · 
· . (The first, on the model of the Locarno-Rhine Pact, not specifying any period but providing 
for expiry in virtue of a decision taken by the Council ; 

(T~e ~econd provid!ng for a limit.ed peri~d of ten or twenty years, with the possibility of 
denunCiatiOn on the exp1ry of tha~ penod, subJect to one year's notice, or, failing denunciation, 
the renewal ?f the Treaty by tac1t agreement for the same period ; 

. (The th~rd system :woul~ be a. mixed syst~m, providing for a short trial period, on the 
exp1ry of which the parties ~1ght ~thdra':", subJ_ect to one year's notice ; failing denunciation 
the T~~aty would be for an md~fimte penod, With the possibility of termination in virtue of 
a deCision taken by the Council.) 

DoNE at on , 
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(c) RESOLUTION ON THE SUBMISSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

OF MODEL TREATIES OF NON-AGGRESSION AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security recommends that the following draft resolution 
be submitted for the approval of the Assembly : 

" The Assembly ; 
" Having noted with satisfaction the model treaties of non-nggres.c;ion and ·mutual 

assistance prepared by the Committee on Arbitration and Security ; . 
" Fully appreciating the value of these model treaties ; 
" And convinced that their adoption by the States concerned would contribute 

towards strengthening the guarantees of security : 
" Recommends them for consideration by .States Members or non-Members of the 

League of Nations; and 
" Hopes that they may serve as a: basis for States desiring to conclude treaties of 

this sort. " 

(d) RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE GOOD OFFICES OF THE COUNCIL. 

SECURITY, 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security recommends that the following draft resolution 
be subm.itted for approval to tbe next Assembly: 

" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 26th, 1926, 
requesting the Council to offer its good offices to States Members of the League for the 
conclusion of suitable agreements likely to establish confidence and security, 

" The Assembly, 
" Convinced that the conclusion between States in the same geographical area of 

security pacts providing for conciliation, arbitration and mutual· guarantees against 
aggression by any one of them constitutes one of the most practical means that can now 
be recommended to States anxious to secure more effective guarantees of security ; 

" Being of opinion that the good offices of the Council if freely accepted by all the 
parties concerned, might facilitate the conclusion of such security pacts ; 

" Invites the Council : 
"To inform all the States Members of the League of Nations that should States feel 

the need of reinforcing the general security conferred by the Cove·nant and of concluding 
a security pact for this purpose, and should the negotiations relating thereto meet with 
difficulties, the Council would, if request-after it has examined the political situation 
and taken account of the general interests of peace-be prepared to place at the disposal 
of the States concerned its good offices which, being v<:>luntarily accepted, would be 
calculated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue. "· 

. 
V. Articles of the Covenant. 

(a) RESOLUTION CONCERNING M. RUTGERS' 
MEMORANDUM ON ARTICLES 10, II AND 16 OF THE COVENANT. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 

Having taken note ~f the memorandum on Articles IO, II and I'6 of the Covenant, 
Appreciates the great importance of the work accomplished in regard to the application 

of these provisions ; . -
. Considers that the data regarding the criteria of aggression collected in this memorandum 

constitute a useful summary of the Assembly's and the Council's work in regard to this matter 
and of the provisions of certain treaties ; 

Draws particular attention to the fact that the action which the Council, under Article 
_ :u and the other articles of the Covenant, is called upon to take in case of confiict will provide 
it with valuable indications to enable it to form an opinion and decide who is the aggressor if 
war breaks out in spite of all endeavours to prev•nt it ; 

• • 
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Considers that the examination of Article II of the Covenant, which lays down that the 
League "shall take any action that may be deemed _wise and effectual to safeguar~ the peace 
of nations", forms a useful corollary to the enqmry undertaken by the Comm•t.tee of the 
Council and approved by the Council on December 6th, IQZJ, on_the recommendab'?n of the 
Assembly, and at the same time clearly demonstrates -without Ill a~y way detractmg from 
the force of the other articles of the Covenant-that the League must Ill the first place endea
vour'to prevent war, and that in all cases of armed _C?f:~flict or thr~at of a~ll_l~d conflict of a'!-y 
kind the League should take action to prevent hosbhbes or to bnng hosbhbes to a standstill 
if they have already begun ; . 

Notes the suggestions contained in the memorandum with regar~ to ~b~le r6; 
Recommends these studies to fhe Assembly as a valuable contnbut10n m that they do 

not propose any rigid and detailed. pr?cedure to be followed in times of crisis, and_ do no~ add 
to or retract from the rights and dut1es of the Members of the League, but constitute h1ghly 
instructive indications of the possibilities inherent in the various articles of the Covenant and 
the manner in which those articles can. be applied without prejudice to the methods of 
application which an infinite variety ?f circumstances may demand. . 

(b) RESOLUTION CONCERNING COMMUNICATIONS OF THE LEAGUE. 
IN CASE OF EMERGENCY 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 

Considering that, in case of emergency, rapidity and security in the matter of communica
tions between the Secretary-General, the Members of the Council, the States concerned or the 
special missions of the Council are of particular importance with a view to ensuring efficacious · 
action by the League ; · · · 

Noting that the importance of this was recognised by the last Asse!llbly in Resolution 
No. Ill, adopted on September 26th, 1927, on the proposal of the Third Committee ; 

While gratified at the r{!sults of the initial efforts of the Committee for Communications 
and Transit to make the best possible use of existing means of communication ; . 

Directs attention to the following passage in the Report of the Committee for Communica-
tions and Transit, dated March 1927, which was submitted to the Council and the Assembly: 

- " . . . that at a time of general emergency-for example, immediately before 
mobilisation and, above all, during the actual period of mobilisation-the total or partial 
taking over by the State of the means of communication must inevitably mean that, in 
many cases, communications of importance to the League might be rendered less rapid 
or less certain despite the successful application of the measures laid down in the report 
approved by the Council at its December session, unless some special means, independent 
of the general system of national communications, . . . " 

Considers that the systematic study of the means to be employed by the organs of the 
Leag';le to enab.le Members to carry out. the obligations _devolving upon them in virtue of 
the. d1ff~rent articles of the Covenant reqmres that commumcations for the· purposes of League 
~ct10n m case of em_ergency sho';lld have ever;r guarantee of independence and should be as 
~tttle affected as po~s1ble by the d!Stur~an~e wh1ch a state of emergency will necessarily produce 
m the regular workmg of the commumcabons controlled by the different Governments ; 

Trusts that the supplementary technical studies undertaken by the Transit Committee, 
a! the reque~t .of the Council and in conjunction with all the authorities concerned, with a 
vtew to prov1dmg the League of Nations with independent air communications and a radio
telegraphic station enabling it to communicate direct with as many Members of the League 
as possible, may be rapidly completed ; · 

And _emphasises the desirab_ility of enabling the next Assembly to take steps to put these 
sch~mes mto effect, more particularly as regards the establishment of a radio-telegraphic 
stat10n. · 

(c) DRAFT RESOLUTION REGARDING FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 

. Noting that the Joint Committee responsible for examining the scheme of financial 
asSI~tan<:e to States victims ef aggression and which consists of members of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security and members of the Financial Committee, has thought it advisable 
to refer the technical consideration of this scheme to the Financial Committee · . 

Cons~dering that a report cannot be submitted to it by the Joint Committee until its 
next session ; 

Decides to postpone the examination of the question until that session. 
c 



VI. Resolution regarding the German Delegation's Suggestions. 1 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
Having taken note of the suggestions submitted to it by the German delegation with a 

view to reinforcing the methods of preventing war; and 
Appreciating the great importance of these suggestions : 
Considers that they should be thoroughly examined and that Governments should be 

enabled to study them in detail ; and 
Decides to place them on the agenda of its next session and to appoint a Rapporteur, 

who will report to the Committee in the light of the Committee's discussion and of any 
observations which may be forwarded by Governments. 

VII. Resolution concerning the Future Work of the Committee . 

• 
_ The Committee on Arbitration and Security, on the conclusion of the work of its second 
session, decides : · 

(I) To authorise its Chairman to convene it for its third session not later than the 
end of June I928; · 

(2) To proceed, at its third session, with the second reading of the model treaties 
drawn up at its second session ; 

(3) To examine at its third session the suggestions of the Gcrm'an Delegation on 
the basis of the memorandum prepared by M. Rolin-J aequemyns ; 

(4) To study at the same session draft model bilateral treaties ; 
(5) To continue the examination of the Articles of the Covenant in accordance 

With the resolution of the Assembly of I927. 
The Committee on Arbitration and Security further expresses the hope that the results of 

its second session will be communicated to all the States in time to be discussed at the next 
Assembly. 

/ Appendix. 

SUGGESTIONS OF THE GERMAN DELEGATION 

· With a view to preventing war the Committee on Arbitration and Security might examine 
the following possibilities : 

I. 
In case. of a dispute being ·submitted to the Council the States might undertake in advance 

to accept and execute provisional recommendations of the Council for the purpose of preventing 
any aggravation or extension of the dispute and impeding any measures which might be 
taken by the parties and which might have an unfavourable effect on the execution of the 
settlement to be proposed by the Council. 

II. 
In case of threat of war the States might undertake in advance to accept and to execute 

-the recommendations of the Council to the effect of maintaining or re-establishing the military 
status quo normally existing in time of peace. 

III. 
In the case of hostilities of any kind having broken out without, in the Council's opinion, 

. all possibilities of a pacific settlement having been exhausted, the States might undertake in 
advance to accept, on the Council's proposal, an armistice on land and sea and in the air, 
including especially· the obligation for the two parties in dispute to withdraw any forces 
which might have penetrated into foreign territory and to respect the sovereignty of the 
other State. -

IV. 
The question sh~uld be considered whether the above obligations should be under

taken only in case of a unanimous vote of the Council (the votes of the parties to the 
dispute not being counted), or whether the majority, simple or qualified, might suffice in the 
matter. Furthermore, it should be considered in what form the obligations would have to 

· be drawn·up in order to bring them into conformity with the Covenant. 

v.-
These obligations might constitute the subject of an agreement or of a protocol which 

would be open for signature by all States Members and non-Members of the League of Nations, 
and which I;llight come into force separately for the several continents, in a way simila'i to 
that provided for in the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance of I923. 

i See Appendix. 
. . 
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FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Thursday, March 15th, 1928, at u a.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

1 . Opening of the Session. 

The PRESIDENT. - I am very" glad to be back among you and to find that the number 
of States represented has been increased by the presence of a new delegation, namely, that 
of the Turki~h Re_P~blic, which was in':'ited by the Council and is provisionally repre.sented 
by the Turkish Mimster at Berne. It IS both an honour and a pleasure for me to bid him 
welcome to our proceedings. · 

I am also glad to be able to state that some work of considerable importance has been 
accomplished since our last session, not indeed by the Preparatory Commission itself, but by 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was created by our Commission and includes 
the majority of its members. 

The results of the Committee's work were, as its Chairman, M. Benes, stated at the end 
of its proceedings, of a very· satisfactory nature. No fewer than six model treaties were drawn 
up in addition to several draft resolutions. These texts were adopted at the first reading. On 
the occasion of the second reading, which is expected.to take place in June, it will be necessary 
to decide whether these model treaties shall be submitted, as M. Politis has proposed, to the 
States for such action as they may think suitable, ·or whether they shall take the form of 
conventions, drawn up in the name of the League of Nations, and opened immediately for the 
signature of the different States. 

Three of these model treaties deal with the pacific procedure for the settlement of disputes 
-in other words, arbitration and conciliation. They are characterised by their flexibility, and 
particularly by the latitude which they allow for reservations, a feature which will render them 
if not more effective, at any rate more adaptable to the different situations which they are 
designed to meet. 

Three other model treaties deal more especially with security, and are on the lines of the 
· Locamo Agreements. The most complete of them is the Treaty for Mutual Assistance, which 
reproduces-subject to certain exceptions which again were introduced for the sake of 
flexibility-the principles of the Rhineland Agreement. In drawing up these model bilateral or 
plurilateral treaties, the greatest care was taken to avoid giving them the character of collective 
measures of protection against other States Members of the League not parties to the treaties, 
for this would have placed them in the same category as the unhappy alliances of past times, 
or of those partial treaties which the draft Treaty of Mutual Guarantee of 1923 mistakenly 
recommended. 

The Committee realised that, in the present situation of the League of Nations, it was not 
possible to fill the gap in paragraph 7 of Article IS of the Covenant, which leaves the parties to a 
dispute free to take such action as they deem necessary if the Council fails to arrive at a unani
mous recommendation for the solution of the dispute. Obligatory arbitration would manifestly 
be the best means of filling that gap; but certain countries which are convinced supporters 
of arbitration and which have practised it in a number of cases are nevertheless unable to 
undertake a general and formal engagement of that kind, for reasons which we are bound to 
~~. . 

_ The aim of the Committee on Arbitration and Security was not to seek to impose measures 
which would make for security but to recommend their application, and to open the path to 
the establishment of that security, which plays so important a part in the problem of the 
reduction of armaments. · 

M. Benes has emphasised the political importance of the work of the Committee, and 
indeed it has marked out the course in which the Governments must shape their policy with a 
view to progressive disarmament. 

The detailed study of the problems of security and arbitration, as it has been undertaken 
by the Committee, its effort to draw up definite rules and to find means, not of a theoretical 
but of a practical character, for the maintenance of security, and the prestige which the authority 
of the Assembly will confer upon this work, constitute so many guarantees for the gradual 
and progressive application of the rules and means which the Committee has recommended. 

The Committee has furnished us with a review of its work, but it is not a final report, 
since the first stage is not yet concluded, and it proposes at its next session, in June, not only 
to give a second reading to the six model treaties to which I referred just now but to give 
its opinion regarding the suggestions of the German delegation for strengthening the machinery 
to prevent war, and also regarding the scheme for financial assistance to States victims of 
aggression, which, as you are aware, has been referred to a Joint Committee. The result of 
its two or three sessions will then be communicated to all the Governments in order that they 
may be discussed at the next Assembly. 

I am sure that you will all agree that it behoves us to pay a sincere tribute of gratitude 
to the Committee of Arbitration and Security for the valuable work which it bas just accomplished 
and for the energy which it has displayed. And this tribute, not only of gratitude but 
of admiration, is specially due to the Chairman and the three Rapporteurs of the Committee. 
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M Benes is unfortunately not among us, but I am sure that M. P~litis, M. ~~Isti a~d M. Rutgers 
will be most willing to furnish any information you may reqUire regardmg the work of the 

Committee. . b · d N b The second item on our agenda is the examination of the propo~als su mitte on ovem e!" 
30th last by the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Rep~~lics. . . . -

Our Commission will be called upon, with that sense. of realihe~ which IS one ?f Its charac
teristics, to consider whether the proposals of the SoVIet. delegation pay sufficient re~ard. to 
existing circumstances and to the psychology of human society to be ca~a?Ie ?f application 
in practice. But, apart from the question .of ~ow far the~ fulfil th atcondihon, It will be very 
desirable to subject them to a careful exammahon. . 

In regard to the third point on our agenda-the progress of the work of ~he Preparatory 
Commission-I have no fresh information to give you. I deeply regret that It should ~e so, · 
for I would have wished to be able to say that we are in a poSition to continue our work effech_vely. 
I am faced with this difficulty, that I do not know whet~er the Governments-:which .I 
fervently appealed to more than once at our pr~vious me~tmgs- t.o seek to reconcile their 
different standpoints in regard to certain quesb.ons of pnmary Importance to our draft 
Convention-have been engaged in conversations or what may have been the result of s~ch · 
conversations. I shall be grateful if the representatives of those Governments are able to giVe 
us some information on that matter. · 

I hope that these brief observations on the three headings of our agenda may serve as an 
introduction to your discussions, which I now have the hono.ur to declare open. 

MUNIR Bey (Turkey) .. - Mr. President,-! desire to e~press my ~incere thanks to you 
for the cordial welcome which you have extended to the Turkish delegation. 

The Turkish Republic, which i~ following a sincere policy of peace, attaches ~he ~eatest 
value to every effort and every action which may h~Ip. to bnng about the consolidat10.n. of a 
general peace. For that reason, the Turkish Republic IS very glad to be able to participate 
in the work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 

May I add that, owing to the very short time which the Turkish Government had a~ its 
disposal after receiving the telegram of invitation from the Council of the League of Nations, 
the chief Turkish delegate and his experts will not be able to arrive at Geneva until midnight 
on Sunday, and will be unable to attend the meetings of your Commission until' Monday. I 
trust that, in view of the great importance of the questions on your agenda,, which will .certainly 
require careful examination and considerable discussion, you will be able to give the Turkish 
delegation an opportunity of addressing the Commission and presenting its observations on 
each of these questions. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - The delegate qf the Turkish Republic has just told 
us that the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs cannot be present at our meetings until Monday. 
I warmLy support the Turkish delegate's request, and would urge that we should give the 
Turkish delegation every opportunity of discussing all political questions with us, and that 
we should therefore adjourn these discussions until Monday. As this is the first time that we 
have had the pleasure of seeing a Turkish representative among us; I think it is our duty to 
show the Turkish delegation this courtesy. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics.). - I should like to second the 
proposal made by Count Bernstorff, the first delegate of Germany. It is owing tQ the initiative 
of the Soviet delegation that we have the pleasure of seeing the Turkish delegation among us 
~d~ ' 

We attach the greatest importance to the question of disarmament, which is the chief 
question before the Preparatory Commission, and we think it necessary that as many countries 
as possible should take part in its discussion. I therefore wish to propose to. the Commission 
that the discussion on disarmament should not be undertaken until the chief Turkish delegate 
arrives in Geneva. · ""' 

-
M. SOKAL (Poland). - I need not say how cordially the Polish delegation welcomes the 

presenc~ of the Turki~h delegation ~mong us. As Y.ou ru:e awar~, i~ was on the proposal of
the Polish representative, M. Zaleski, that ~h~ Council decide~ to mvite the Turkish Republic 
to be represented on the Preparatory CommiSSion. In these Circumstances, we see no objection 
to the proposal that any political discussion in which Turkey is interested shpuld be adjourned 
until the chief Turkish delegate arrives at Geneva. We are therefore glad to second the 
proposal which has just been made, more particularly because, besides the Turkish representative 
there are, we think, other delegations, such as that of the United States of America which 
als? have not participated in the wor.k of the Co~mittee on Arbitration and Security, and 
which, therefore, may not have had bme to examme the docu1nentation. 

2. Adoption of the Agenda. 

The PRESIDENT. ~ The agenda before the Commission is a provisional one. As no new 
proposal has been received by the Bureau, I propose that we regard the agenda as definitive. 

The agenda was adopted. 

3. Order of Work. 

The PRESIDENT. - I think it is very desirable to meet the wish expressed by the last 
s~kers. Indeed, it is, I think, only a matter of courtesy that we should accede to the Turkish · 
Mm1ster's request and postpone till Monday the discussion of the principal items of our agenda. · 

( . 
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That_ need _not .J?reve_n~ us, however, from beginning. as soon as possible a discussion of 
the first Item, I.e.,_ Position of the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security". 
I_ understand! howev~r, that S~JI?e of the delegates desire to examine more fully the document 
crrculated this mornmg contmnmg an account of the \vork of the Committee from its first 
establishment until the end of its second session, and the texts which it has drawn up. 

In these circumstances, I propose that the discussion should begin to-morrow afternoon. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I, for my part, quite agree that the discussion of the 
question of security should be held to-morrow afternoon. 

I should like, however, to raise on_e :poi~!- The_ third ite~ on ~mr agenda is " Progress 
of the Work of the Preparatory ComnuSSlon . I think I am nght m assuming that on this 
third point any question connected with disarmament may be discussed. I should like to be 
certain on this point, because I am submitting to the Commission a proposal regarding publicity 
which is about to be circulated (Annex I}. 

The PRESIDENT. - I can reply at once to Count Bernstorff that there is no objection 
to the discussion of any question relating to disarmament in connection with the progress of 
our work on disarmament. 

The Commission rose at II-55 a.m. 

SECOND MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Hej([ on Friday, March 16th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

4. Progress of the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

The PRESIDENT . .,.-- Gentlemen,-'You have all had an opportunity since yesterday of 
·studying the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security (Annex 7 to Minutes of 
the second session of the Committee). · 

· I desire to know whether anyone wishes to speak or to ask for explanations which the 
Rapporteur will be ready to furnish. 

M. HoLsTI (Finland). - I should like to suggest that during this discussion M. Politis, 
who was .one of the Rapporteurs, should be appointed as a Rapporteur-general. He was n 
member·not only of the full Committee and the Drafting Committee but also of the Committee 
of Three, and, consequently, I think he would be the most suitable person to furnish any 
further information that may be required. . 

M.· Po:pns (Greece). - I am really overcome by this honour, which carries with it so 
·heavy a responsibility; but I should be loath to encroach upon the special province of any of 
my colleagues, so that I trust that, if any very special point were raised, my colleagues, with 
whom it has been a pleasure to collaborate, would be ready to support me. 

· The PRESIDENT. - I will not venture to ask M. Politis to make a general statement, 
as he has already done so at the last meeting of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
I think thaHt would be preferable to wait for questions, which M. Politis and, if necessary, 

-=-:Ji~s colleagues will be prepared to answer. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - During the last session of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security I proposed that the words" Treaties of Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance" 
should be substituted for the words "Security Treaties", and I understood that this suggestion 
was accepted by the Rapporteur, as well as being supported by the representatives of the 
British Empire and Germany and approved unanimously by the Committee. I see, however, 
that the general heading of Section IV is "Security Treaties". At that time I pointed out 
that all the treaties were security treaties,. that it was the opinion of the Canadian Government 
that treaties of arbitration, conciliation, investigation and of judicial settlement were just 
as much treaties of security as those involving non-aggression and mutual assistance, and I 
understood clearly that the Rapporteur accepted my amendment. I should be glad, therefore, 
if this Commission would agree to substitute the words "Treaties of Non-Aggression and 
Mutual Assistance" for "Security Treaties", which, as Lord Cushendun said, had a more 
general application. 

·count BERNSTORFF (Germany).- Mr. President,-As my friend and colleague, M. von 
Simson, supported Dr. Riddell's proposal the other day, I may perhaps be allowed to add a 
few words on the subject. . _ . 

It would, in my view, be a very great mistake to allow .it to be thought that pacific 
procedures for the settlement of disputes bear no relation to security. Germany has always been 
of opinion that arbitration and conciliation are among the most efficacious means of increasing 
security. In consequence, treaties bearing on _these questions come under the category of 
"Security Treaties" just as much as treaties ofputual assistance or non-aggression. 
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This view was approved by the Committee on Arbitration and Security !it one of its last 
meetings. If, then, in the Committee's report, o~Iy th~ three ~o~yent'?ns on Mutual 
Assistance and Non-Aggression are included under Secunty Treaties , this must be due 
to an error which it is essential to remedy. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - Mr. President,-! thin~ that there can be no di~culty il_l comply
ing with the request of the delegate for Canada. It IS perfectly true t~at, du_nng the discu~sions 
of the Committee, it was observed that all the treaties drawn up, mcludmg the Treatie~ of 
Arbitration and Conciliation, constitute, though in different de?I"ees, a guarantee of secunty. 
It was no doubt owing to some error in copying that the heading ?f Chapter IV was _kept as 
"Security Treaties", for it would be more correct to have" Treaties of Non-Aggression and 
Mutual Assistance ". . 

What I wanted to say, however, W(IS that, while all the treaties in varymg degre~s poss~ss 
the character of security treaties, in the current language of the I:e~gue the term s~cunty 
treaties " has hitherto been used more particularly for treaties providmg for mutual assistance 
and non-aggression. These, if I may say so, are security t;eaties par e~cell~nce. . 

However, in view of what was agreed to in the Committee on Arbitration an~ Secunty, I 
think that there can be no objection to altering the title of Section IV or amendmg the text 
of the draft resolutions proposing that the Assembly should recommend the States to adopt the 
models drawn up. 

The "PRESIDENT. - I think that the Commission is prepared to accept this proposed 
modification. The simplest method would be to attach the Minutes of this .mee_ting to the 
document which the Secretariat is to send to the different Governments. In this way, the 
necessary explanation will be given and the correction can be made without its being necessary 
to reprint the document. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - The Soviet delegation has already 
expressed its opinion at the fourth session of the Preparatory Commission as regards the 
bearing of the questions considered by the Committee on Arbitration ·and Security upon the 
problem of disarmament. The findings of this Committee are before the Preparatory 
Commission, in which the Soviet delegation is taking an active part. . 

I should like to say a few words lest our silence should be construed as signifying agreement 
with the decisions and report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. Without entering 
into a detailed discussion of the Committee's proposals, I will confine myself to a very short 
summary of our previous statements on this subject. 

We still believe that the problem of peace cannot be solved, or its realisation brought any 
nearer, by solving the questions now before the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
We believe that the path which this Committee is following cannot result in general security, 
but would merely increase the security of individual countries or groups of countries, while 
involving a menace to the independent existence and territorial inviolability of other countries 
or groups of countries. Moreover, owing to the lack of exact criteria as to what constitutes 
an offensive and what a defensive war, the system of regional guarantee pacts based upon 
mutual assistance, as proposed by the Committee, may end in something perilously akin to 
the pre-war system of alliances and other military and political combinations. 

That very system, which was one of the causes of the great world war, itself may be a 
menace to peace. Nourishing and supporting, as it does, the aggressive temper of bellicose 
and quarrelsome Governments, this system· may turn any local war into an Armageddon. 
In the opinion of the Soviet delegation, the decisions of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security, without diminishing the likelihood of future wars, are calculated to extend the 
arena of future wars and aggravate their terrible consequences~ . 

At the last session of the Preparatory Commission, the discussion on disarmament was 
adjourned in the expectation that the findings of the Committee on Arbitration and Securi~ 
would create some degree of security for individual countries and thus establish the preliminary 
conditions for disarmament. The Soviet delegation at the time opposed the adjournment. If 
other delegations now consider the decisions of the Committee satisfactory and the questions 
of ~ecu.ri~y of particular m_oment to them as more. or less settled, we, for our part, while 
mamtammg our former attitude towards the Committee, can only express our satisfaction 
at the removal of an illusory or artificial obstacle to the realisation of the chief work of the 
Disarmament Commission. · 

Th~ Soviet delegatio~ regards complete and speedy disarmam~nt as the most iolid guarantee 
of secunty for all countnes and all peoples, and the most effective means of preventing war. 
It therefore appeals to the Preparatory Commission to proceed as soon as possible with its 
main task, the discussion and adoption of resolutions on disarmament, without further delay . 

. M. POLITIS (Greece). - I must ask permission to intervene in this discussion, as the remarks 
W~Ich we have just heard appear to me to involve some doubt and confusion as regards the 
pamstaking work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. · 
. There is room for very different points of view and everyone is free to maintain his own 
Ideas of what is meant by security. I should like to point out, however, that the two main 
co~ceptions which came into conflict before the Committee were finally reconciled in a formula 
W~Ic? appeare~ to be satisfactory to all parties. The supporters of the first theory are of 
opm!on that disarmament should precede security, while those who maintain the second 
consider, on the contrary, that security should come before disarmament. A formula was 
f~und ~hereby these two theories were reconciled ; no one, I think, who took part in the 
diSCussions of the Committee on Arbitration<· and Security will question this. It was agreed 
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~at the two conceptions should ~eep pace with one another ; any steps taken with a view to 
dis~ament, o_r rather th~ redu~tiOJ?- of armam~nts, should be commensurate with the existing 
fec:Jing of secunt~. As this feeling mcr~ases, ~sarmament mu~t also proceed. This point, I 
think, was established beyond all question durmg the recent discussions in the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. 

There is a second point that I wish to emphasise. I am afraid that M. Litvinoff has not been 
able· to study the report now before you quit7 as carefully as it deserves, because otherwise 
I cannot under~tand how he can say that secu~ty pacts-or rather the pacts of non-aggression 

·and mutu~ assistance. drawn up by the Comnn~tee-tend to restore the old system of alliances 
and that, if they constitute a guarantee for certrun States, they are at the same time a menace to 
others. 

On the contrary, what o?-r report ma~es ~bundantly cle~ is tha~ the type of regional pact 
recommended by the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty proVIdes no guarantee against 
aggr~ssion ~y third parties. It is ~imply the _system of the Locarno Pact adapted to the 
particular crrcumstances that may anse m the different parts of the world. As in the Locarno 
Pact, the models which we have framed provide for mutual assistance only against reciprocal 
aggression by the contracting parties. We thought that it was not unduly optimistic to 
hope that all the States in one particular region might agree to conclude such treaties among 
themselv~. Accordingly, we decided to leave out the contingency of aggression by a third 
party involving mutual assistance. It was in order as far as possible to facilitate the conclusion 
of such treaties, which we regarded as entirely in keeping with the spirit of the League, that 
we framed the draft resolution providing that the Council should use its good offices in assisting 
States desirous of concluding them. This no doubt meant imposing a very difficult and very 
delicate task upon the Council, but we thought it essential because the conclusion of such 
treaties will often require .careful political preparation and necessitate the moral rapprocheme/lt 
of the States which are to become contracting parties. It is therefore incorrect to state that 
our model treaties for mutual assistance bear a close or even a distant resemblance to the old 
alliances. On the contrary, we endeavoured to adopt a form as different as possible from those 
former types and to produce something which would be really in harmony with the true spirit 
of the League of Nations. 

Finally, gentlemen, there is a third point which requires to be emphasised. M. Litvinoff 
said just now that there are some countries which believe that the inadequacy of their security 
constitutes an obstacle to disarmament, that the Soviet delegation considers that obstacle 
artificial, but nevertheless rejoices that it should have been eliminated now that the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security has drawn up these model treaties. 

Personally, I do not think that any member of the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
was so artless as to imagine that this obstacle could be removed by the mere fact of our having 
drawn up these treaties. That obstacle will only be eliminated when these treaties have 
received the approval of .all the organs of the League of Nations, when they have been 
sanctioned by the States and have been given effect by the conclusion of conventions, freely 
signed and freely put in force. It-is only then that we shall be able to say that this obstacle
which the Soviet delegation considers artificial but which other delegations regard as very 
real indeed--'-will have been really eliminated. 

These, gentlemen, are the three observations which I thought it incumbent upon me to 
make as Rapporteur, in order that the work of the Committee should regain its rightful value 
and its true complexion. · 

Count CLAUZEL (France). - Mr. President and gentlemen,-In the absence of M. Paul
Boncour, who, to his deep regret, is unable to come to Geneva or to take a personal share in 
the work of this session, I feel that I should be failing in my duty if I did not state very briefly 
and very simply the reasons which lead the French delegation to declare itself well satisfied 

· with the results obtained by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
"' I will only draw your attention to two points. In the first place, no matter what criticisms 

may have been· levelled at the League of Nations, these results are of an essentially practical 
character. I certainly will not venture, after M. Politis's statement, to add any comments; 
they would be wholly superfluous and out of place. But I desire to state that these model treaties 
of non-aggression and mutual assistance were not intended to enrich the library of the League 
of Nations. I repeat: they are of an extremely practical character, because it was found 
possible, if I may use the expression, to implement them with the help of the two resolutions 
which were referred to just now by M. Politis, recommending these treaties for adoption and, 
more important still, inviting the Council to offer its good offices. It is the latter resolution 
which more especially constitutes a new fact of the highest importance. You know the value 
which M. Paul-Boncour attached to it, and I desire, as he is absent, to emphasise the importance 
of this first result. 

There is another point which I also desire to urge upon your attention, namely, the link 
which exists between the results obtained by the Committee on Arbitration and Security and 
the earlier work of the League. This remark may also serve as a reply to some very interesting 
observations which were made just now by M. Litvinoff. ,.;- ···-1 

Indeed, it may be said that our presence here is the fruit of many years of previous work, 
carried out within these very walls. We have often heard witticisms in which the labours of 
the League of Nations were compared to the web of a famous countrywoman of M. Politis, 
I mean to the web of Penelope. It is true that these methods have the disadvantage of expending, 
not in this case much wool, but -a great deal of paper, besides involving prolonged efforts. 
But neither the paper nor the efforts have been thrown. away, because they have enabled us 
to reach the conclusions which are now the subiect of our congratulations. I would remind you 
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of Resolution XIV of the third session of the Assembly, which was adopted on the initiative 
of Lord Cecil and my friend M. Henri de Jouvenel. I would :Uso refer to ~he ~rotocol of I9~4, 
which had already laid down the principles which the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty 
has at length been able to establish. . . . . · 

Finally, I would point out that it was a resolut10~ of the sn~th sessw.n of the Assembly, 
moved by the Spanish delegation, which for the first time _established ~ lmk between all the 
so-called security pacts and the preparatory wo~k for disar~am~nt, and, lastl_Y, tha~ a 
resolution of the last Assembly created the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty, which 
has just concluded its session. . . . . 

Throughout this.work it has always been pomted out that arbitrat!o~ an~ secunty ~!lust 
prepare the way for and precede disarmament. That is the reply to !d· Litvm.off s observati?ns, 
and will explain why we attach so much importance to the results which have JUSt been obtamed 
in the direction of arbitration and security. . . . . -

In conclusion, I will not conceal my regret that the stage which 'Ye have JUSt accomplished 
is not more complete and is not a final stage. The French delegatiOn would have bee~ ~ell 
satisfied had it been possible-as had, indeed, been expected-for the ~reparatory ~om~ISSion 
at its present session to transmit the results of the work ?f the C?mmittee on ~r~Itr<~;twn and 
Security directly to the Council. For reasons of great weight, which the Commission IS bound 
to respect, it was thought preferabl,e first to obtain" the views of the Governme11~s; l;mt we 
trust that this stage will be rapidly concluded and that we shall be able not less rapi~ly to 
accomplish the second stage, which is, indeed, the more important, and forms the obJect of 
our present meeting : namely, the preparation and limitation of arma;ments. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). -I had not intended to speak to-day, but the discussion has 
assumed an unexpected scope and has touched 01;1 questions which would more fittingly be 

. discussed when we come to examine Item 3 of our agenda. I therefore desire to offer some 
remarks at this stage, though !_shall have more to say on the matter at a later period. 

The zeal which the members of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, many of whom 
are members of this Commission, have displayed in their work and the spirit of accommodation 
which was so conspicuous in their proceedings are, I trust, a happy augury, and will serve as 
a useful example for our present labours. I trust that our Commission will display the same 
resolution to work to a successful conclusion. 

In the· first speech which my friend and colleague Herr von Simson made at the second 
meeting of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, he did not fail to emphasise the great 
importance which my Government attaches to the development of means for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes. 1 will not, therefore, lose time in restating the point 
of view of my Government in all its details, and I think I may refer you to the explanations 
furnished by llerr von Simson, especially as regards the governing ideas and general principles 
by which Germany is guided in her policy of active co-operation. 

I am glad· to note, moreover, that the Committee on Arbitration and Security has in a 
large measure paid regard to these ideas. 

I must particularly express my satisfaction at finding that the Committee has not failed 
to appreciate the great value of the pacific settlement of international disputes as an important 
element of security. _I congratulate the Committee for having emphasised the immense 
importance of preventing the outbreak of war and for having drawn attention once more to 
the very valuable part which can be played by preventive measures. . 

In connection with this point the German Government has submitted some suggestions 
which, in its view, would greatly enhance security if they should be accepted in some form 
or other. It attaches great importance to the further examination of these suggestions 
which the Committee has decided to undertake. ' 

In its_resolution relating to the Introduction and to the memoranda drawn up at Prague, 
th~ Co~m~ttee has drawn attention to the very conside.rable meas~re of security which alreadyc:: 
exists m VIrtue of the Covenant of the League of NatiOns. I thmk that is a very important 
point. I draw: your attention to it because it brings out once more the great value of the 
political instrument which we possess in the Cqvenant and of the effective guarantees of peace 
which we. already enjoy. · . . , . · 

~his ~ffirmatioll: of the considerable measure of security provided for us by the Covenant
and, m this connection, we must not forget the supplementary security which is furnished by 
the Locarno Agreements and other treaties of security-must be a fresh encouragement for us 
all to resume our work and to achieve at length the first stage on the path towards the 
reduction of armaments. ' 

I must add one remark "in regard to the observations made just now by M. Politis. I was 
very glad t.o hear hi~ say, as a result of the work of the ~ommittee on Arbitration and Security, 
that secunty and disarmament must progress hand m hand. In that connection I must 
point out that this has not been the case up to the present time and that the first st~p on the 
road towards disarmament has not yet been taken. I trust that it will be taken before long. 

The PRESIDENT. - I propose to close the general discussion on the first point on our 
agenda. 

I think that, on the conclusion of this discussion, the Commission would wish to adopt a 
resolution couched in the following general terms : 

The Commission takes note of the progress made by the Committ~e on Arbitration 
and Security and of its decisions concerning the continuation of its work. The Commission 
exp;e~ses it~ satisfaction with th_e results achieved and its approbation of the general 
spmt m which the work was earned out. " 
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The report of the Committee, together with the Minutes of the second sess 
be communicated by the Secretary-General in sufficient time to allow of their di~~~';;sio--;.; 
at the next Assembly. 

It has been suggested to me that we should not adopt any decision at this meeting on the 
a~ove reso~ution, but that.the text should be appro~ed at our next meeting. A draft will be 
crrculated m the meanwhile.· Nevertheless; I constder that the discussion is closed on the 
first item of the agenda . 

. 5. Programme of Work. 
' 

The PRESIDENT. - I would· remind you that yesterday we were requested to adjourn 
the discussion on the second item of the agenda until Monday as an act of courtesy to His 
Excellency Tewfik Rouchdi Bey, Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs, who is coming in person 
from Angora. In these circumstances, if there is no objection, the next meeting will be held 
on Monday, March 19th, at 3.30 p.m. 

THIRD MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Hela on Monday, March Igth, 1928, ae 3.30 p.m. 

President : M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

6. Turkish Delegation Welcomed. 

The PRESiDENT. - At our first meeting I had the great pleasure of welcoming the Turkish 
delegation, which, on the invitation of the Council, promised to take part in our discussions. 
It is to-day our great privilege to see at the head of this delegation His Excellency Tewfik 
Rouchdi Bey, the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs. I am very glad to extend a welcome 
to him at the beginning of this meeting, and to say how highly we shall value his co-operation. 

7. Adoption of the Draft Resolution regarding the Work of the Committee on Arbitration 
' and Security and Participation bfTurkey in the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

. . 

" The Comrirission· takes note of the progress made by the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security and of. that Committee's decisions concerning its next session and the 
programme of work therefor. 

· " The Commission expresses its satisfaction with the results achieved and its approba
tion of the general spirit in which the Committee carried out the work. 

" According to precedent, the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
on the work of its second session, together with the Minutes of that session, will be commu
nicated to all Governments. The Commission seconds the recommendation adopted by 
the Committee that these documents should be transmitted in sufficient time to allow 
of their discussion at the next session of the Assembly." 

The PRESIDENT. - The draft resolution submitted to you by the Bureau represents the 
conclusions of our last week's.discussion on the first point of our agenda. I believe you are 

....,all in agreement as to the formula. If, however, any delegate desires to speak again, I should 
be happy to call upon him. 

G. Tewfik RoucHDI Bey (Turkey). - I desire, in the first place, to thank the President 
most warmly for having repeated his friendly welcome to the Turkish delegation. I also 
desire to convey my thanks to the Preparatory Commission for the courtesy shown to my 
country when it decided to postpone the discussion of the important questions on its agenda 
until to-day. 

We have only been able to. glance hurriedly at the remarkable reports prepared by the 
distinguished members of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

I wish to say, at the outset, that the Government of the Turkish Republic highly 
appreciates the value of all pacific means for the settlement of international disputes. 

'I consider that, in the existing state of affairs, there are nevertheless certain questions 
which States cannot submit for arbitral decision. Accordingly, it is highly desirable that 
there should be a possibility of excluding certain questions from arbitration. 

I also wish on this occasion to emphasise the advisability of attempting conciliation 
procedure before resorting to arbitration. The former possesses the great advantage of 
securing the consent of the parties and thus giving the solution arrived at a character of cordiality 
which is psychologically highly desirable and which cannot fail to increase the value and 
effectiveness of the procedure. The preference which we thus display for conciliation does 
not, however, prevent us from advocating recourse to compulsory arbitral procedure in many 
disputes whenever the conciliation procedure has not succeeded in giving the expected results. 
· As regards the. question of security, we are fully aware of the concern which it creates in 
many States in connection with the examination of the question of disarmament. We hold 
that it would be desirable, with a view to"'simplifying the consideration of this highly 
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complicated question, to draw a distinction between absolute ~deal security and that relative 
security which is practically within our reach at the present t_1me. · · . . 

The ideal security for nations would certainly be that whtch, wh_enever 1t ':"as m ~ny way 
threatened, the appropriate means to restore 'it would be au~omatlcally set m motion. In 
this way, for example, an armed conflict between two countnes would be arrested by some 
combined arrangement, precisely in the same way as a State prevents a contest between two 
of its provinces. . . . · . . . 

To establish such a degree of secunty m mternatlonal relation~ ":ould be posstble only 
if a federation consisting of all civilised countries was create~. While 1t would be t?o I?uch 
to expect this advanced social and political situation to be achteved 3:t prese~t, we are JUStified, 
it appears to me, in being satisfied wit~ a security which !s.necessarily ~elatlve. . 

We consider that the most appropnate means of attammg the ma~tmum ~egree of relative 
security would be found in the conclusion ~f treaties of non-a&gress10n wh1ch. would at the 
same time involve neutrality. By such t:eatles we und~rstand bilat~ral ?r multilateral under
takings not to commit any act of aggressiOn, accompamed by an obligatio~ never to take part 
in any combination designed to facilitate aggression by a third party agamst any one of the 
contracting parties. 

From the moment that all States have declared their pacific intentions, the conclu~ion. of 
such treaties would not, it appears, encounter any difficulty; nor would there be any obJeCtiOn 
to them on the part of States Members of the League of Nations on the ground that, as they 
involve the obligation of neutrality simultaneously with that of non-aggression, they would 
be running counter to the provisions of the Covenant, which prescribe in certain circumstances 
the application of measures decided on by the Council. · 

An undertaking of non-aggression accompanied by that of neutrality is indeed just as 
compatible with the Covenant as the undertaking of- non-aggression itself, subject to the 
application of any Council decisions in regard to repressive measures. 

It appears to me that there would be no question of applying the provisions of the Covenant 
in regard to aggressors to a non-Member State which had given evidence of its pacific aspira
tions ·by declaring its readiness to conclude treaties of non-aggression and neutrality with 
all countries without any distinction. 

If we suppose that the State in question violated its undertaking of non-aggression, it 
follows as a matter of course that the undertaking of neutrality assumed in regard to it by · 
other States, whether Members or non-Members, would become invalid immediately it became 
an aggressor and thus broke its pledge. From that moment States Members would resume 
their entire liberty of action and could fulfil their obligations arising out of the provisions of 
the Covenant. · 

For these reasons, the Turkish delegation holds that treaties of non-aggression which 
include a neutrality .clause would serve to a great extent, and without imposing any positive 
contribution on the contracting parties, to banish war in the most effective manner possible 
at the present time. · 

The Turkish Republic, which has already concluded more than one treaty of this nature 
and which-is at present negotiating a number of others with various Governments, feels bound 
to propose that the Preparatory Commission should examine this type of treaty. 

It is convinced that if the measure of security, which is already necessarily of a relative 
character, is still further diminished by eliminating an element which, if it were allowed to 
play its part, would prevent any assistance being furnished to an aggressor, such action will 
certainly not serve the cause of peace. 

The condemnation of the violation of such an engagement as being an international 
crime, followed by the penalty which consists in every other State breaking off all relations 
with the guilty State, would contribute effectively to outlawing war, an aim which is as 
fervently pursued by non-Member States as by the States which form the League. · 

In the present circumstances, I consider that it is in the direction I have indicated that c:= 
the problem of security is most likely to find a practical solution. · 

Before concluding, I desire to add that the Turkish delegation reserves its right to follow 
up this declaration by submitting further documents and statements during the subsequent 
meetin_gs_ of the Committee on Arbitration and Security and those of the Preparatory 
Commtsston. 

The PRESIDENT. - I think that you will all agree with me that it is not necessary at 
p~esent to discuss the declaration made by the Turkish representative. Naturally, his speech 
will be transmitted to the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

. I am glad to note from what he has just said that Turkey desires to take part in the Com
mittee _on Arbitration and Security. I would remind you that, according to the terms of the 
resolution of September 26th, r927, the Committee on Arbitration and Security consists of 
all States Members of the League of Nations which already belong to the Preparatory Commission, 
oth~r States represented on the Commission being invited to become members if they so 
destre.. I note that Turkey desires to become a member and I hereby invite her to join the 
Commtttee. 

Tewfi~ RoucHDI Bey (Turkey) . ..:.._ Turkey will be happy to co-operate in the work of 
the Commtttee. 

The PRESIDENT. - I believe that the members of the Commission agree to the draft 
resolution submitted by the Bureau. 

The resolution was adopted. 



A. General Discussion of the Draft Convention of Immediate, Complete and General Disarma
ment submitted by the Delegation ofthe Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (Annex 2). 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - The Soviet draft Convention 
of Immediate, Complete and General Disarmament, sent by the delegation of the Union of 
Socialist Soviet Republics to the Secterary-General of the League of Nations a month ago, 
is entirely based upon the main theses presented by the Soviet delegation at the fourth se.~sion 
of the Preparatory Commission in November last. 

I have the honour to draw the attention of this Commission to the fact that the draft 
Convention provides for land, naval and air forces in all States to be put into a condition, not 
later than one year from its coming into force, rendering it difficult to employ them for warlike 
purposes, thus considerably limiting the possibilities of armed conflicts even before the carrying 
out of complete disarmament. 

I consider it unnecessary to dwell in detail on the separate points of our draft Convention, 
since the latter was accompanied by a special explanatory note, sent to all members of the 
Commission. · 

I venture to remind the Commission that no attempts to give serious consideration to 
the Soviet proposals were made at its fourth session. During the extremely brief discussion 
of this question, not a single serious argument against the Soviet proposal nor any practical 
criticism of it was put forward. The Soviet delegation is naturally unable to accept as criticism 
such remarks as have been heard, namely: that the Soviet draft Convention is "too simple", 
or that, even if complete disarmament were accomplished, the peoples would all the same 
fight among themselves in disarmed and disorganised masses with sticks, penknives, fists, etc. 

The cautious attitude and the refusal to discuss our proposals, at the fourth session of the 
Cominission, displayed by the other delegations may partly be explained by the novelty and 
unexpectedness of the Soviet proposals, although attempts were made to cast doubts even 

·upon the novelty of our proposal. M. Benes, I seem to remember, referred to a Norwegian 
proposal similar to ours supposed to have been made to the League of Nations. Now, I 
took the trouble to verify this statement, but was unable to find any traces whatsoever among 
the material of the League of Nations, including those with which the Disarmament Section 
of the League was so kind as to furnish me at my special request, of any proposals for general 
and complete disarmament. 

At the Third Committee of the Assembly of the League in 1924, the Norwegian delegation 
mentioned wishes expressed by the Inter-parliamentary Union regarding the reduction of 
war budgets by one-half in the course of ten years. Even this was qualified by the stipula
tion that war expenditure incurred by individual States under the Covenant of the League 
of Nations should not be included in war budgets subject to reduction. There was not a word 
as to the abolition of the other half of. war budgets, nor anything whatsoever about the 
reduction of armed forces and materials for war. The Danish delegation, referring to the same 
Inter-parliamentary Union, expressed a desire for the reduction of land armed forces in 
all countries in accordance with the resolutions of the St. Germain Peace Treaty, i.e., allowing 
each State the right to keep an army of 5,ooo per million inhabitants, and naval armaments in 
accordance with the Versailles Treaty, i.e., 2,000 or 4,000 metric tons per million inhabitants. 
According to these calculations, the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, for example, would be 
entitled to an army of almost 735,000 men, which would be an increase of 175,000 to its present 
standing army and 200,000 metric tons to its navy, while China would be entitled to a standing 
army of something like two millions. Such have been the most drastic ideas with regard to 
disarmament so far expressed in the League of Nations. I say "ideas", for none of these 
have been crystallised in the form of proposals or resolutions or made the object of serious 
discussion. Lord Esher's plan, aspiring only to the reduction of land and air armed forces, 
had also nothing in common with the idea of complete general disarmament. It may therefore 
~ considered irrefutable that the proposal for complete and general disarmament has been 
·put in a definite form before the League of Nations, and indeed brought into the sphere of 
international relations, for the· first time, and the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics will 
always be proud to call this initiative its own. If, however, I dwell upon this point, it is 
from no motives of mere sentiment, but because it seems to me that, in certain League of 
Nations circles, an erroneous conception exists that the Soviet delegation is wasting the Prepara
tory Cominission's time on proposals already discussed and rejected by the League. Such 
an erroneous conception, unless corrected, Inight react unfavourably on the further procedure 
with regard to our proposaL 

The Soviet delegation, anxious as it was to speed up the consideration of its draft 
Convention and thus bring nearer tile beginning of real disarmament, nevertheless agreed to the 
postponement of the consideration of its proposals until the fifth (current) session, bearing 
in Inind their novelty and desirous to give an opportunity for all members of the Commission 
and their Governments to make themselves ready for their practical consideration. With 
this aim, the Soviet delegation provided the Secretary-General of the League of Nations with 
the draft Convention, accompanied by an explanatory note, a month before the beginning 
of the fifth session of the Preparatory Cominission, for despatch to the respective Govern
ments, and now considers itself entitled to ask for the practical consideration of its proposals 
without further delay. 

The Soviet delegation considers it essential once more to emphasise the fact that nothing 
but the fulfilment of the Convention for ,Immediate, Complete and General Disarmament 
proposed by the Government of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics is capable of solving 
in a satisfactory manner the problem of general security and peace. This would also in itself 
solve a series of other vexed intemational~robltrns, such as the freedom of the seas, and so 
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on. At the same time, the execution of the Soviet scheme would not come up against t~e 
difficulties inevitably connected with partial disarmament. By way of _example! I would Cite 
the matter of control, for it is perfectly obvious that it must be mfirutely easier to control 
total than partial disarmament. . 

I would further emphasise the fact that the basis of ~isarmament as proposed_by the Soviet 
delegation, being uniform and applicable to all States, IS ther~fore t~e most. eq~utable a~d _the 
least likely to arouse opposition from individual States. It IS precisely this, m my opimon, 
which constitutes the obvious simplicity of our prop?s~, althoul?h, stra~ge t?. say, some of. 
its opponents have endeavoured to make an added objection of this very SI~~licity. 

The scheme offered for the consideration of the Preparatory Comrmssion represents a 
single organic whole, which cannot be split up into separate par_ts. I~ is wholly penetrated -
by a single idea and therefore requires, first and foremost, consideration and acceptance of 
its underlying principle~. . . . . . . 

The Soviet delegation therefore c~nsiders It u;dispensable that g~neral ~Iscu~sion should 
result in a reply-not merely theore~Ic~l but quite cle~r ~nd defimte-b_emg grven to !he 
questions: Does the Preparatory CommiSSion accept the pnnciple of general disarmament dunng 
the period mentioned in the Convention ? and, Does it accept the proposal as to that rate. of 
disarmament which would make war impossible in a year's time? The Soviet delegation 
considers that all other delegations and their Governments· have had time enough, if t~ey 
cared to, to study both the underlying idea of the Soviet proposal and the draft Convention 
in its finished form. 

During the three and a-half months which have elapsed since the fourth session o! the 
Preparatory Commission, th~ Soviet delegation has had ample opportu!'ity to co~vince Itself 
that the idea of complete disarmament has been met and accepted with enthusiasm by t~e 
broadest masses of both hemispheres and by all progressive and peace-loving elements .m 
human society. The innumerable addresses and resolutions of sympathy from labour parties 
and multifarious organisations, groups and societies from all parts of the world which I am 
still receiving testify, among other things, to this. I will not take up your time by enumerating 
all of them, but will venture to read only one-a collective address I received here a few days 
ago, signed by representatives in thirteen countries of a hundred and twenty-four organisations 
(chiefly women's) whose. total membership runs into many millions. This document, 
showing as it does the lively response among women evoked by the Soviet proposals, derives 
special importance from the extension of women's political rights now proceeding in some 
countries. Their declaration is as follows : 

" On behalf of the growing world opinion, embodied in the organisations which we 
represent, we gratefully welcome the courageous proposals qf the Soviet Government for 
complete and general disarmament, and note with satisfaction that they are to be.discussed 
in detail by the Preparatory Disarmament Commission at its next meeting on March 15th. 

"Being convinced that these proposals represent the will of the great mass of people 
in every country, who are determined to make an end of war, and that where the will 
exists practical means can be realised for giving it effect, we urge with all the strength 
at our command that the members of the Commission should examine the Russian 
proposals with the utmost care and with the determination to place before the International 
Disarmament Conference, when it meets, some concrete scheme for the complete disarma
ment of the world within a definite period of time." 

This document bears one hundred and sixty-three signatures of the secretaries of the 
respective organisations (see Annex 3). 

The Soviet delegation entertains not the slightest doubt as to the acceptability and 
desirability of its proposals for the broad masses of the population, who now look to the 
Governments and the bourgeois groups and classes supporting them to make the next move. c.= 

Mere theoretical discussions and arguments about disarmament no longer meet the case
it is time to take practical steps towards the realisation of disarmament. It seems to me there 
has been more than enough of discussion of disarmament. I shall venture to furnish members 
of the C?mmission with a few data (Annex 4) from which it will be seen that, as well as the 
general Assemblies of tl!e League of Nations and the Council of the League, the thirty-eight 
sessions of which occupied themselves with the question of disarmament, no fewer than fourteen 
different commissions and other League organs devoted over a hundred and twenty sessions
not sittings, mark you, but sessions-to this question of disarmament, on which one hundred and 
eleven resolutions have been passed by general Assemblies of the League and the Council of the 
Le~gue alone. Turning to the results of this vast quantity of work, the documentation of 
~hich has taken reams of paper, we are forced to the conclusion that not a single step of real 
Importance has been taken towards the realisation of. disarmament. The Soviet· delegation 
considers that an end should be put to a situation which may discredit the very idea of 
disarmament. It would be loath for its proposals to serve merely for the multiplication of 
commissions and sub-commissions or other organs, which would simply add to the existing 
resolutions with the same negligible results as those so far achieved. The Soviet Government 
has not sent its delegation to Geneva for this sort of work. Absorbed in the vast problem 
of rebu~di.ng an enOI;nous State, :With a populatio~ of one hundred and fifty millions, on entirely 
new p~Ciples, and m the creation of a new soc1al-~conomic structure in the face of the open 
?PPOSICion of the whole of the rest of the world and m the most unfavourable circumstances 
It would ne':'er have !urne~ aside fro~ this w~rk if its attitude to the problem of peace wer~ 
no~ everything ~hat IS sen?us, pract~cal and smcere and if this problem were not the keystone 
of Its whole pohcy. In this connection, I mtry be permitted to mention by way of illustration 
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of the Soviet Government's serious attitude to the questions under discussion here, the fact 
that, although it did not take part in the League of Nations Conference which passed the 
Protocol for the prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and 
of bacteriological methods of warfare, only adhering to the latter at the last session of the 
Preparatory Commission, it was one of the States (three in all) to ratify this Protocol, still 
unfortunately a deadletter owing to its non-ratification by other States, the majority of which 
are Members of the League. 

We are aware that shallow persons and equally shallow Press organs pretend to see 
inconsistency between the peace-loving proposals of the Soviet Goyernment and the maintenance 
and improvement of the Red Army. As a matteroffact, the UnionofSocialistSoviet Republics 
already has a smaller army, not to mention its navy, than any other State in proportion to 
its population and the extent of its frontiers, while if we consider individual security-the 
favourite theme of this assembly-it must be admitted that the Soviet Union is in a less 
favourable position than any other State. It has almost the whole of the world against 
it in unconcealed hostility to the new State. A glance at the Press of any country on any 
day-full of attacks, invectives and libels on the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics-will 
serve to show the extent of this hostility. A number of countries have to this day not 
recognised the existence of the Soviet Government, already in its eleventh year, and non
recognition can only be construed as an act of hostility. But even those countries recognising 
the Soviet State not infrequently indulge, with a few exceptions, in hostile manifestations 
which are often grave tests of the .patience and peaceableness of the Soviet Government. 
The new Soviet State has seen its territory invaded by foreign troops which caused detriment 
to the State, from the results of which it has not yet recovered. A part of the territory of the 
former Russian Empire the population of which unmistakably aspires towards the Soviet 
Union is still occupied by foreign troops, preventing it from exercising its right of self-determina
tion. All this notwithstanding, the Red Army has remained during the ten years of its 
existence, and will continue to remain, exclusively a weapon of defence. The Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics does not require an a~my or a navy for any other purposes, all aggressive or 
imperialist aims or ambitions being completely foreign to it . 

. in any case, the Soviet Government has declared, and still declares through its delegation 
in Geneva, that it is ready to abolish all the military forces of the Union in accordance with 
its draft Convention as soon as a similar decision is passed and simultaneously carried out by 
the other States. The Soviet Government declares once more that it is ready for this, and. 
asks the other Governments represented here if they also are ready. 

. I 

The Soviet Government expects a reply to this question at the present session of the 
Preparatory Commission at which all the more important States are represented. No sub
commissions or any other auxiliary organs-in fact, no body of a lesser composition and 
authority tlian the Preparatory Commission-can give an answer tQ this question. The 
Soviet delegation hopes that this answer will be given quite openly, publicly, in the full light 
of day and under the control of public opinion. This reply should, of course, be brought up 
for . final sanction by the International Disarmament Conference, an early date for the 
convocation of which is urged by. the Soviet delegation. 

The proposals formulated by myself in two questions are so clear as neither to demand nor 
admit of preliminary .diplomatic negotiations and conversations between different countries 
and groups of countries. 

In conclusion, I will venture once more to repeat the two main questions underlying our 
proposals: 

I. Does the Commission agree to base its further labours on the principle of complete 
. and general disarmament during the periods proposed by us ? and 

2. Is it prepared so to carry out the first stage of disarmament as to make the conduct 
of war, if not an absolute impossibility, of extreme difficulty in a year's time ? 

Only when unequivocal and affirmative replies have been given to these questions will 
it be possible to enter upon the detailed consideration of the Soviet draft Convention. 

The Soviet delegation considers itself entitled to count upon special support from the 
delegation of that Government which is now ·publicly making a proposal for the prohibition 
of war. The sincerity of this proposal could not be more convincingly confirmed than by the 
adherence of its authors to the Soviet draft Convention for complete disarmament, pursuing 
the aim not merely of the moral prohibition but also of the abolition of the possibility of war. 
Since armed forces have no other raison d' are but the conduct of war, and since the prohibition 
of war would make them quite superfluous, it would appear that consistency and logic must 
dictate to the Government concerned the support of our proposal. 

The Soviet delegation is convinced that all delegations here present realise thEl respon
sibility and importance of solving this great question, and realise also its vast consequences 
for the fate of humanity, and that, therefore, no delegation will refrain from publicly expounding 
the point of view of its Government. 

'7 
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M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). - I wish to clear up a slight misunderstanding which 
arises from what was said by M. Litvinoff just now. · . . 

111. Litvinoff said that M. Benes had stated a~ the th1;d. sessiOn of the Preparatory 
Commission that the Norwegian delegation had submitted a s1milar proposal to that of the 
Soviet delegation. . · · ll · d . " I 

Now, according to the minutes of the meetmg, ':"hat M. Benes ~ctua Y sa1 W:u': n 
1922, the Norwegian delegation put before us a detailed proposal wh1ch was very similar to 
that of M. Litvinoff." · . · f ll 

The most important passage of the Norwegian proposal m question reads as o ows : 

" The signatory States undertake to decrease the total ~u~ mentioned in Article 2 in the 
proportion of xo per cent from th«; first budgetary year begmmng after December.3I?t, 1927. 
The said decrease of 10 per cent w1ll be repeated from the first budget~ry ye~r be~nnmg af~er 
December 31st, 1929, and so on eyery two years, the t~t:ll sum mentiOned I~ Art1cle 2 bemg 
taken as a basis until after a per1od of ten years, the m1htary, naval and aenal budgets show 
a total of not rdore than 50 per cent of the budgetary basis stated in Article 2." -

I think it must be admitted that M. Benes was perfectly correct in stating that the Nor
wegian proposal was very similar to that of M. Litvinoff. I merely wished to make these 
remarks to remove any possible misunderstanding. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - When the proposals of. the delegate of the Union. of 
Socialist Soviet Republics were submitted to us at our last meetmg, I had the honour to pomt 
out that the governing idea by which these proposals were ins_Pired had been generally ai?proved 
a few years ago. The reduction of arma!Ilents to a level w~1ch would only ensure the ~nternal 
security of States already appears among the fourteen pomts. of the programme wh1ch was 
drawn up by President Wilson and which was accepted by the Allies and by ourselves as the · 
basis of the Treaties of Peace, in accordance with the note of- Mr. Lansing, dated November 
sth, 1918. • _ 

The activities of the League of Nations in the question of disarmament and particularly 
the activities of this Commission have, it is true, been hitherto pursued within a far more modest 
and narrow compass. Personally, I maintain the opinions which I have expressed in the past 
in this Commission and which are based upon the Treaties, the Covenant and the resolutions 
of the Assembly. But it cannot be disputed, in my view, that the proposals of the Soviet 
delegate are in harmony with the spirit which inspired our own efforts, and that they are 
capable of giving a fresh impulse to those efforts. They have brought out with the most 
perfect clarity the final object which we ought to pursue, and it is from that standpoint that 

·I give .the most cordial welcome to those proposals. 
I have made a v·ery careful study ·of the draft Disarmament Convention submitted by 

the delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, and it appears to me that we ought to 
approach any proposal made to us with the recognition that it is our duty to explore every 
possibility which might enable us to advance towards the lofty ideal of disarmp_ment, the 
achievement of which is our common hope. I must confess that I have found in the Soviet 
proposal some very interesting ideas which appear to me deserving of our most careful attention 
and which may, in my view, be perfectly useful for the purpose of our work. I should like to 
emphasise these ideas in a few words. 

The proposal of the Soviet delegation provides for a disarmament which would be carried 
out by stages. That idea was also recommended at the third session of the Preparatory 
Commission. The point which appears to be particularly worthy of interest is that the proposal 
of M. Litvinoff endeavours to confine these stages within a fairly narrow time-limit. Without 
going into any discussion as to the length of the period proposed, I wish to emphasise one point 
which .appears to. me of .essential impor.tance. If you decide in_ favour of disarmament by 
successive stages, 1t appears to me essential that these stages should follow as closely as possible 
upon one another, and that the period provided for the effective reduction of armaments
should .be as s~o~t as,possible. Do. not let us forget, gentlemen, that we are dealing here, as 
stated m M. L1tvmoff s proposal, With measures for the " safeguarding of the general peace " 
or, as it is stated in the Covenant, for the " maintenance of peace ". · ' 

Moreover, the prop?,sal w~ic~ is. before us sho'Ys. t.he aim which has to be attained during 
the first stage, namely, the hm1tation of the possibility of armed conflicts ". That is indeed 
the decisive point. I have emphasised on various occasions the fact that I could not regard 
~he first stage ~s an effec~ive first step towards the goal of disarmament unless that first stage 
mc!udes a genume reduct10n of armaments and also the obligation to proceed to further stages 
whu:h. s.hould follow on t.he .?rst sta&e. The aim <?f this first stage must be " to limit the 
possibility of armed conflicts . I entirely agree With the Soviet proposal which aims at 
elimininating from the very first stage those military factors that can be used for purposes of 
aggressi<?n, and I note with particul<l:r satisfaction that the proposal also takes account of the_ 
suppres~10n of means of warfare wh1ch are capable of. being used against civil populations. 

If 1t IS proposed, as has been so clearly stated m the Preamble of the British Draft. of 
last_ yea.r, to diminish the risk of aggressive action by one State against another, we must 
begm With those factors that can be used for an aggressive war, because it is the apprehension 
of s_nch a war which has. given ri.se t<;> the ne~d ~or ~ecurity; but the ~ost effective security 
agamst a war of aggress10n consists m the elimmabon of all those military factors without 
which a war of aggression would be impossible. . 

H.aving regard to the f~ct that ~· Litv!no~'s proposa! brings out this idea, and that it 
m~y, m cons:quence, contnbute to 1ts realisation, I consider that a· detailed discussion of 
th1s proposal IS necessary after the general dis~ussion in the interests of our labours. 



For the moment I will confine myself to these general remarks. As regards the details 
of the Soviet proposals, it would be desirable, in my view, to combine the discussion in regard 
to them with the second reading of the draft Convention, which we are called upon to draw up. 
I would remind you, if the President will allow me to touch on this point at this stage, that 
the second reading has to take place during our present session, as our President declared 
to us in the course of the last session with the unanimous assent of the Commission. 

In the very interesting statements of M. Litvinoff, there is one point to which I wish to 
draw your very special attention. It refers to the convening of the Disarmament Conference. 
That idea corresponds entirely to my own point of view which I had the honour to express at 
the last session, and it is for that reason that I am perfectly prepared to support it at the 
present moment. It is, indeed, the case that the scope of the first stage of disarmament can 
only be fixed by the Conference itseH. It is therefore only logical for M. Litvinoff and 
also myself to ask that the convening of the Conference should be fixed at the earliest 
possible date. I have still to submit a proposal in regard to that subject. I will therefore 
return to that question in a more detailed manner when we come to discuss the third item of 
the agenda. -

Tewfik RoucHDY Bey (Turkey).- The delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, 
in making proposals of so wide a scope, have shown their attachment to the ideal of peace. 
It is true their proposals may appear very radical, but they added that they would, however, 
be prepared to discuss all measures of a practical nature which might conduce towards real 
disarmament. That fact is evidence of the importance which they attach to this ideal of 
disarmament. . 

I desire to congratulate the delegation of a neighbouring and friendly country upon the 
attitude which it has thus manifested in regard to the question of peace. It is hardly necessary 
to add that the aim of the Turkish Republic-as, indeed, of all other countries-is to obtain 
the entire abolition of the scourge of war. 

As regards the question whether the Soviet proposal should be referred to a special com
mittee or should be discussed by the Preparatory Commission, it may be argued that that 
is a question of procedure. Nevertheless, in view of the general interest which is felt by public 
opinion in regard to this question, I submit it is desirable that the proposal should be discussed 
by this Commission. · . 

The meeting rose at 5.20 p.m. 

FOURTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Tuesday, March 2oth, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

9. General Discussion of the Draft Convention of Immediate, Complete ·and General 
Disarmament submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics (Annex 2) (continued). 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - The draft Convention submitted by the delegation of the 
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics constitutes an organic and logically built whole, so that 
~auld be superfluous to discuss the separate parts with a view to deciding what could and 
what could not be accepted. It appears to me that we can only accept it or reject it as a whole. 

The various articles of this draft simply· represent the logical application of one ruling 
idea, namely, tliat war can only be abolished by the total and simultaneous abolition, in all 
the countries of the world, of all "those instruments without which it cannot be carried on. 

· This postulate having been laid down in the Preamble to the draft Convention, the sixty
three articles which follow simply represent the technical exposition of a scheme for disar
mament which, we must admit, has been studied with great care and intelligence and worked 
out in all its details with the utmost thoroughness. . 

· You will note, gentlemen, that this scheme is designed not only to do away with war in 
the future but also to efface it from history, for the Soviet delegation even proposes that the 
memory of war should be obliterated from the minds of men by prohibiting all works on 
military history. . 

· Now, gentlemen, I think that, among all those who have witnessed war, there is not one 
who could, without a shudder, contemplate the possibility of a renewal of the horrors and 
scourges which accompany it. In any case, I can 3$5Ure you, in all sincerity, that no one would 
be more ready than myself to accept the proposals now before us if I could only feel convinced 
that the scheme for disarmament submitted by the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics is really calculated to establish the peace of the world : I am speaking of genuine 
peace, the only possible peace, peace founded upon justice. 

. . I would ask nothing better than to be convinced of ,this, but for the moment I must 
confess to feeling some doubt on the subject. 

In the first place I would point out that, supposing that complete disarmament had been 
carried out all over the world, we should be faced 1'ith the following situation : there would be . .. 



t • h·ch 0 w1·ng to their wealth the or.ganisation of certain industries and the some coun nes w 1 • • ·d d · h 
extent of their population, could-if at any moment they so de~1 e -arm agam muc more 
easily and much more rapidly than other poorer, smaller countnes not so. well ~ndowed from 
the industrial point of view. I wonder, in such a case, what degree of secunty this s.econd class 
could really count on. . . . b ·d 

But, even setting aside this doubt, there IS another ~pect of. the problem to e consi et:ed. 
We have always spoken of security here in relation_ to dis3;rmament; we have al:ways 

regarded guarantees of peace from a strictly military pom~ of VI~W. But, ge~tlemen, If. we 
are to have real guarantees of peace, we must provide the natiOns with ano!her kmd of secun~y. 
with a wider and more comprehensive ~ecurity : a f?Uarante~ ~hat they ":"ill be allowed to hve 
and develop in perfect liberty .. There IS .such a. thmg as military secunty, but .we m~st also 
have social and economic secunty, for, Without It, complete •. general and tm~edtate disarma
ment would not ensure what I have just described as genume peace-that IS, peace founded 
upon justice. . . . h hi h ld 

Gentlemen I have no intention at the moment of submtttmg any sc erne w c wou 
provide for eco~omic and social security. I have mentioned this point simply as leading up 
to the conclusion which I desire to place befo~e :you, namely, that I sh~ul~ be prepared to. 
accept the Soviet delegation's proposal if M. Litvmoff could supplement It m such a way as 
to satisfy these doubts. 

Count CLAUZEL (France). - As General de Marinis has just· said, the proposal of the. 
Government of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics on which M. Litvinoff spoke yesterday 
is undoubtedly in keeping with the ideal which we all have in view, namely, the establishment 
of real peace with the least possible delay. M. Litvinoff has set before us a comprehensive 
scheme to be put into effect at once and we have studied it with all the care it deserves. It 
provides for stages to be completed within a period of four years. · · 

As the representative of Italy very rightly pointed out, we cannot but ask at the outset 
whether the realisation of such a programme is actually consistent with the present world 
situation and more particularly with the geographical, economic and social aspects of security. 
And the Preparatory Commission is bound to raise this question, since it has to act in virtue 
of very·precise instructions, namely, the resolutions passed by the Assembly of the League of 
Nations ; these resolutions are perfectly explicit, referring as they do to an article of the 
Covenant of the League which has often been mentioned, that is Article 8, and laying down 
specifically in terms now familiar to us all the conditions under which the question of the 
reduction of armaments is to be examined. 

Now that we are about to embark upon a discussion in response toM. Litvinoff's invitation 
of yesterday, we are bound to consider the question before us with the~closest attention and 
to deal with it within the compass of our terms of reference. 

The question is not a new one; the principles set forth in the draft Convention communi
cated to the League a few weeks ago by the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics 
were announced at our last session: A number of replies were submitted on that occasion which 
M. Litvinoff has just criticised, perhaps with undue severity. I might mention an argument 
brought forward by M. Paul-Boncour, an argument imbued with the soundest common
sense, to the effect that it was a mistake to change horses while crossing the stream when 
intent on arriving at the point which all of us are equally desirous of reaching without delay. 

There is another question, however, that we have to consider in view of the very explicit 
text now before us. The position to-day is different from what it was in November, when we 
were discussing a general proposal : we now have before us a text very different, it is true 
from the texts discussed at such length here-the texts of the British and French delegations......: 
w~ich formed the subject of lengthy and ~xhaustive exami.nation. It is a thousand pities that 
this new proposal could not have been discussed along With the others. In this connection 
may I venture to expre~s .my regret-a feeling ":"hich must ce~tainly be ~bared by all the otlJ:.S 
members of the CommissiOn-that the delegatiOn of the Umon of Socialist Soviet Republics 
should not have seen its way at the time to accept the invitation extended by the League of 
Nations and that its proposals could not be discussed at the outset under the same terms and 
on the same footing as the other proposals. 

At the stage which we have.now reached, h.owever, we could hardly agree to abandon our 
prolonged and careful work, whtch was the frmt of so much mature deliberation and was at 
times carried on under conditions of almost painful intensity in view of the gravity of the 
problem confronting not only the Commission but world opinion. If the Commission were to 
reply immediately and categorically " yes " or " no " to the question put to us yesterday 
would it not ~so be reply~ng "yes " or " no " .to the question of whether it has fulfilled it~ 
mandate or fruthfully camed ~mt .the very. speCific task entrusted to it ? That is the serious 
problem ~ow before ~s.. And, m. vtew of th1s proble~, !he Commission might perhaps consider 
whet~er, mste~d of gtvmg a r~dtcal reply such as thts, 1t could not examine the new proposals 
submttted to 1t ~t. the last In_I~ute, on the same footing as those already examined-that is 
to say, under pnvileged conditions due to t~e fact that they could not be studied from the 
same aspect at the very start. 

I simply mention these points, ~ut at the same time I would indicate the doubts which 
most of my .colleagues must be feelmg when they have to consider whether the immediate 
reply for wh1ch they h~v:e been as~ed can really be given at once and whether it does not 
rruse a nu~ber of subs1d1ary que.s~I?ns, questi~ns which I have just indicated, relating both 
to the earlier work of ou~ CommiSS!O~ and to 1ts terms of reference. We have very definite 
texts t~ work und~r, particularly .Articl~ 8 of the Covenant, to which I have already referred 
as formmg the bas1s of all our deliberations . 

• 
• • 
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Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I agree with what has just been said as to the 
necessity for examining these proposals in relation to the draft Convention on which we have 
hitherto been working. . · 

I listened with great in~erest to the r~marks ?f the hono~rable delegate for Italy and with 
a great deal of agreement With what he srud, but m one particular I confess I am not entirely 
in agreement with what he said, though it concerns only a matter of procedure. He declared 
he thought it was unnecessary to examine the articles in this draft Convention in detail, and 
he appeared to me to accept the proposition of the honourable delegate of the Soviet Govern
ment that it was a question of either acceptance or rejection as a whole. He went on to indicate 
that, in his opinion, the proposition should be rejected as a whole for the reasons which he gave. 

Well, I confess my own view is different. I think it is necessary to examine these articles 
in detail and I must say I was very much surprised, seeing what a complicated subject this 
draft Convention with its sixty-three articles is, that the honourable delegate for the Soviet 
Republics, who is responsible for it, did not think it necessary yesterday to give us any explana
tion of the proposals or any examination of the question as to how far these articles do in 
fict, in a satisfactory manner, give effect to his own principles. 

Everyone who has had any experience of drafting legislation knows ·that there are few 
things more difficult than to put into precise language general principles which. it is desired 
to express, and therefore it appears to me to be essential, unless we are to reject these proposals 
at once, that in some way we should go thr<~mgh them carefully to see how far they give effect 
to the purpose which they profess to have in view. . 

I must say I was also surprised that so experienced a man of affairs as Count Bernstorff, 
in speaking yesterday, did not appear to perceive the necessity for this examination. It is 
quite true that he told us-and I agree-that they must be taken in conjunction with the 
draft Conventions which are already before the Commission ; but I do not think he indicated 
that in his view it was necessary to see how far these proposals actually in fact carry out the 
principles which M. Litvinoff said underlay them. The first of those two principles is one 
which I imagine everybody, ·not only in this room but everyone everywhere, would accept 
as a general principle-that is, as an ideal : Are we or are we not in favour of complete and 
immediate disarmament for all the world ? As an ideal, is there anyone prepared to give a 
negative to that proposition ? Complete and general disarmament has been the ideal of 
mankind since the dawn of history, and, as I say, as a general proposition I certainly am in 
favour of it. But if it comes to the question : Is it practicable ? Can it be done now, in the 
existing condition of the world and having a view to realities ?-then I am bound to express 
very profound doubt, and I say that that is a question which deserves and must have 
examination in detail. 

The Soviet' delegate said that there were only two questions which we had to decide. If 
I recollect rightly, those two questions were, first: Are we in favour of immediate disarmament? 
.and, secondly : Are we prepared to take the first step within one year, as proposed in these 
articles, and the remaining steps at a later period ? Well, with all due respect to the 
Soviet delegate, I entirely dissent from the view that those are the two questions which we 
have to decide. I think we have two very different questions to decide, and I will submit them 
to the Commission. The two questions that we have to decide, in my view, are these : first, 
Do these proposals prima facie offer a practicable scheme which makes it desirable for us to 
give them detailed examination ? The second question is, if we answer that one in the 
affirmative: If we are to examine these articles in detail, how are we going to carry out that 
examination ? As neither the author of these proposals nor the two delegates who gave them 
general support yesterday have made any observations on the articles themselves, I will ask 
the Commission to bear with me while I make some reference to one or two of these articles. 

I would like to say, before I embark upon that part of my observations, that while I, 
of course, intend to observe the utmost personal courtesy to the honourable delegate of the 

-=sf>viet Republic, I will ask him to be good enough to allow me to speak with perfect frankness 
and freedom, because unless we do that when matters of worldwide importance are before 
us~unless we can speak our minds quite freely and frankly-! submit that there is no use 
in our corning here at all, and I hope that M. Litvinoff will not imagine that I have any personal 
disrespect for himself in what I am about to say. 

Now, the first thing, very relevant to the discussion as a whole, to which I think we ought 
to direct our minds is the question. In what spirit have the Soviet Government sent a represen
tative to take part in our proceedings? We must bear in mind how this whole world movement 
for disarmament arose, and how it has hitherto been sustained .. It arose, as we all know, out 
of the horror which all mankind has conceived for the bloodshed and the abominations of 
war, which we learnt from the experience of the great conflict which ended ten years ago ; 

· and it was .in order to make any recurrence of those horrors as nearly impossible as may be, 
and to establish on a_newer and surer foundation the peace of the world, that the League of 
Nations was brought into existence. Except for that purpose, except for the establishment 
of peace, though in its subordinate organs it may do useful work, the League of Nations has 
no real raison d'etre at all. That has been the purpose of the League. For seven years the 
League, through various organs and committees of which we are one, has endeavoured to 
pursue its labours to that end-to establish peace. Some may think that the progress has been 
slow, and that no very great result has been achieved. Nevertheless, for seven years it has 
been working to that end. Throughout those seven years the League of Nations, for whatever 
reason, has received neither assistance nor encouragement from the Government of Russia, 
and not only so, but the Government of Russia have thought it right to lose no opportunity 
of .reviling the League of Nations, and overwhelming it, so far as they could, with scorn 
·and .derision. Well, in those circumstances, it !s at least remarkable that a few months 

• • 
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a o-reall on! a few weeks ago-suddenly, to the surprise of the world,. t~e ~oviet 
Ggovernme~t seXt an intimation to Geneva that they woul~ like to accept an lfl':'1t~t10n. to 
send a representative to the Preparatory Commission. They d1d_not accompany that I~tu?at~on 
by any indication that they wished to join the Le~gue of Natu~ns. ~h?d gav~ f~· 1r~hatio? 
that they had in any way changed their attitude m regard to. It, an . . o no m . ~r~ IS 
anything unreasonable, in those circumstances, in o~r e~pres~mg some mteres~k an~ cu~10~ty 
as to why this wholly unexplained change of policy m a great. co';lntry e uss1a as. 
taken place. We are entitled to ask how this sudden change o~ policy IS to ~e accounted _fo~, 
because, of course, if we are to examine these very_ f~r-reachmg_ ~nd. drasti~ proposals, It IS 
surely· not only our right but our duty to scr~tm1se the ~pm~ m wh1c~ th~y are put 
before us, so far as that is possible. Now, Mr. Pres1~ent, on t~Is pomt some light _Is, I thmk, 
thrown by an article which appeared a few days ago m the official o~gan of the ~oV!et Gov~rn
ment-the newspaper Izsvestia, extracts from whic~ I. ha_ve seen m an English translation. 
This article appeared only last week, long after an _mvit~tion had be~n sent and accepted by 
the Soviet Government to be represented here. This article speaks ;~v1th all the o.I~ sc,?rn and 
contempt of the League of ~a~ions; i~ speaks of wha~ it calls the absolute futility of the 
discussions at Geneva, and 1t IS only JUSt to the Soviet d~I.egate to rec~ll th~t he used very 
similar language himself yesterday with regard _to the futility o~ the dtscuss10ns her~. Th1s 
article then· goes on to tell us that the scorn which they exp~ess IS ~bared b~ the SoVIet dele
gates and this is significant. It tells us that their purpose m commg here IS to unm~k the 
capit~st States. That, as we all know, means ihe _wh_ole civilised world ~mtside the1r own 
frontiers. They have come here to unmask the capitalist States and-notice these words
" to disclose the sabotage of the Soviet proposals for disarmament " which, of co';lrse, is to be 
expected from these capitalist States. Now, Mr. President, I submit that that arh~le amounts 
to the clearest possible intimation to us that the purpose of the Soviet delegates IS not really 
to give us any genuine assistance in the work upon which we are engaged, but that, as th1s 
paper clearly shows, there is an ulterior motive, and I think we are entitled to know what that 
ulterior motive is. 

So far as I am concerned, I am afraid I must in one respect disappoint the Soviet delegate, 
because I am not prepared to be a party to any sabotage of their proposals, and I do not myself 
believe that there is any delegate in this room who is prepared for any such conduct as that, 
and it is for that very reason (because I should resist, if it were necessary, any attempt at 
sabotage of these proposals) that I think they merit the most careful, laborious and detailed 
examination at our hands, and I am prepared to support them. 

But there is another point that arises in this.connection, and I think I shall be able to 
show the Commission in a moment that what I am saying is founded upun evidence. If there 
is any question of sabotage at all, it is sabotage of the League of Nations by the Soyiet Govern
ment, and I intend to show the Commission that that appears in the articles themselves. That, 
among other reasons, is why I think it is so important that we should very carefully examine 
them. We are an organ of the League, and we are bound to consider any proposals brought 
before us in relation to the work· of the League and to the constitution of the League. We · 
should not be doing our duty if we passed over a consideration of that sort. If the Commission 
would have the patience to do so, I should like it to look at this draft Convention, and it will 
be found that, from the first word to the last, there is nowhere any mention of or even an 
allusion to the League of Nations in any way whatsoever. Its authors pointedly refuse even 
the most humble homage to the League, for they do not even suggest that the Convention, 
if signed and accepted, is to be registered with the League. It is an established European 
practice,. and even more than European, that all countries which are Members of the League 
have undertaken that any agreements or treaties which they may make are to be registered 
with the League, and therefore, even though the Soviet Government is not itself a Member 
of the League, it might have been expected, when presenting these proposals to the Prepa
ratory Commission, that they would at least pay that harmless homage to the League, know~ 
our practice, by inserting in these articles that registration should be with the League of 
Nations. · 

In the same way, there is no suggestion that the ratifications are to be deposited at Geneva. 
There seems to be a fixed purpose of avoiding or, if I may use an English slang word, of boy
cotting the League of Nations and Geneva and all its works. 

I would ask the Commission to look at Article 63 of the draft Convention, and I submit 
that that article justifies the observations which I have just made. It would have been so 
simple, and would not have committed them to anything, to have said, knowing the position 
that Geneva as the seat of the League of Nations now holds, that the ratifications should be 
deposited there. Not at all ! According to these proposals, " the instruments of ratification 
shall be drawn up in five copies and shall be deposited in the capital of one of the States in 
the five Continents". That is a proposal which shows imagination, but, as a practical 
proposal, what possible advantage ·can there be in having these ratifications in five copies and 
depositing them in some capital of some continent without specifying what they are to be ? 

I say that it is not a matter which has anything whatsoever to do with the principle of 
!he;;e articles. It is not necessary to insult the League of Nat ions in that way or to neglect 
1t m that way. It has no beanng whatever upon general disarmament. You get general 
di_sarmament just as well by sending you~ ratifications .to Geneva as if you were to send them to 
T1mbuctoo. I go on; let ~s look at Article_6o. Now, Article 6o is one where one might very 
well expect that the functiOns of the Council of the League would be invoked. It says there · 
"All disputes between States shall be settled "-not by the Council of the League as we hav~ 
proposed in many o~her draft t~ea.ties-" all disp~tes betw~en States shall be settled by the 
Permanent International Comm1ssmn of Cqntrol . That IS an entirely new body which it 



- 247 :-r-

i~ suggested shall be created by this Convention, in some respects to carry out similar function;!. 
to those now performed by the Council, and, at any rate as far as this article is concerned, 
I can see no purpose in giving to this new body the right and the power-if it can get it-of 
settling disputes. I can see no purpose in that piece of machinery unless it is, as in the former 
article that I. have cited, a resolve that under no circumstances shall any sort of recognition 
be given to the League of Nations. But even more significant than that is Article 58, and here 
I would very seriously call the attention of all members of the Commission to what it means. 
Article 58 lays it down that : " Within one year of the entry into force of the present 
Convention . . . all acts of national or international importance which are contrary to the 
above-mentioned clauses shall be repealed or amended". No one will deny that, under certain 
contingencies which are specified, military action is sanctioned and even enjoined by the 
Covenant of the League of Nations ; therefore the Covenant of the League of Nations is contrary 
to the· above-mentioned clauses in the Russian draft, from which it follows that, if this 
Article 58 were accepted, it would require within twelve months the repeal of the Covenant, 
on which I make this first observation, that anything which.involves the repeal of the Covenant 
is beyond the competence of this Commission ; the Covenant can only be repealed by the 
machinery which is contained in the Covenant itself, even if one could suppose for one moment 
that this Commission or any organ of the League· would accept an international agreement, 
such as this clause involves, even recommending to the Council and the Assembly the repeal 
of the Covenant. I mention that because it _is only one of many other clauses. I cannot, of 
course, detain the Commission while I go through them all, to show how necessary it is for 
this Commission to examine these clauses with the greatest possible closeness and care, and I 
wish to add that it by no means follows that because this clause or other clauses are manifestly 
unacceptable, therefore the whole of this draft Convention is to be cast aside. That is where 
I differ from my honourable colleague, the delegate for Italy. I do not think, for the reasons 
I am .endeavouring to give, that it is necessary to reject the whole of this Draft, because, so 
far as I am able to see, there are parts in it which at all events are worth discussing and which 
might possibly supply valuable suggestions for the work which still lies before us. Now, Mr. 
President, the honourable Soviet delegate yesterday indicated that he desired this Convention 
either to be accepted or rejected as a whole, and I think he. went so far as to intimate that 
something of that sort must take place, and he indicated that we were not at liberty to take 
it to pieces and accept a part of it and reject other parts of it, but that it must be taken as a 
whole. Well, if that is the position which he takes up, it is contradictory to his own words, 
because, if the Commission will turn to the front page of this draft Convention, it will find 
there, over the signature of M. Litvinoff himself : " The documents mentioned "-that is to 
say, this document, the draft Convention and the Explanatory Memorandum-" The docu
ments mentioned are intended to serve as a basis for the discussion of the proposal of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Repuqlics ". Therefore, when this Convention was put in our hands, it 
·was with the most direct notice by its author, or at all events by the gentleman who is respon
sible for it before ·us, that it was only intended for a basis of discussion, and with that notice 
. I submit it is perfectly impossible to maintain now the position that we are not to discuss 
it, that we must accept it or leave it, and I repeat that, in my humble judgment, it is very 
necessary that we should neither accept it nor reject it but submit it to careful examination. 

I have another point to refer' to with regard to the spirit in which these proposals come 
before_ us. I think the point I had in mind was alluded to at least by the honourable French 
delegate, and I think also by the Italian delegate. Admittedly our objective is to establish, 
if we can, the peace of the world on a sure basis, and I assume that the desire o( the Soviet 
Government is also to establish peace. But, Mr. President, what kind of peace ? 

There are two kinds of war and where there are two kinds of war there are two kinds of 
peace. The two kinds of war are, of course, international war and civil war, and, of these, 
civil war is the more horrible. It is a fair question to ask, I think, whether the Soviet Govern-

'•ment set their face against civil war as resolutely as against international war. I refer to 
civil war not only in their own country-with which we are perhaps not concerned-but in 
other -countries. That is a perfectly fair and legitimate question to ask because-I am only 
speaking of things that are notorious to the world-for years past the whole basis of the world 
policy of the Soviet Government, as expressed both by their leading men and by their Govern
ment-owned newspapers, has been to produce, by some means or other, anned insurrection-which 
amounts to civil war-in every country where they can exercise any influence. If that is so, 
therefore, I think, before we proceed much further, some assurance should be given us by the 
Soviet representative that in that respect there is to be a complete change of policy. We ought 
to be told whether the Soviet Government have now decided, in contrast with their recent 
policy, no longer to interfere in the affairs of other nations and to leave to all other nations 
complete liberty to maintain and develop their own institutions in any way they like. Unless 
they are prepared to give us some such assurance as that, we are faced with the unpleasant 
-fact that they themselves and their policy will be, as they have be~ recently, the largest 
obstacle to the carrying out of any such far-reaching proposals as they themselves have now 
put before us. I submit that is a very important point for the Commission to decide. 

There is another point which is rather different from but still cognate to it. There are 
some nations, of whom my own country is one, which are in different parts of the world in 

· close relations and contact with peoples which are riot on the highest level of social organisation 
and who, as we have experienced, are sometimes very troublesome neighbours. Now, these 
people are not Members of the League of Nations; they are not amenable to any influence by 
the League of Nations; they will not under any circumstances be contracting parties to the 
Soviet draft Convention or any similar agreement,· and, as I say, they are sometimes trouble
some neighbours and might at any time, in t.he complete absence of any sort of armament, 
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be a danger to the good order and the lives of the peopl.e in adjoinin~ ~ou!ltries wh~ch are 
either under the •sovereignty of Great Britain or for which G;eat Bntam IS r~spon~Ible as 
Mandatory under the League of Nations. There are other nations repre~ented !n this room 
which have similar responsibilities. I think they will agree with me that It requrr~s the most 
careful consideration whether even the most enthusiastic and ardent lovers of disarmament 
would be doing right in depriving themselves of any sort of control over those other peoples 
to which I have referred. . . 

Now, there is a general proposition co~tained in t~is Dra!t which IS very often assu~ed 
to be true, and which has very far-reaching-Imp?rt.ance m relat~on to these proposals, to wh~ch 
I should like to call the attention of the CommissiOn. I find m the Preamble of the Russian 
Draft the statement : the signatories to this Draft " sole~nly acknowledge that the only .t~ue 
method which can contribute to the safeguarding of peace IS the general and comp!ete aboh~Ion 
of all armed forces ". If that means-I am not quite certain th<~;t it do~s necessarily J?ea~ I~
that the complete abolition of all armed forces would make war Impossrble, then I thmk It 1s a 
proposition which is very open to criticism. One of the two delegates w~o spoke before m~-1 
do not remember at this moment which-very pertinently draw attention to what I believe 
would be the natural consequence of accepting that proposition. If we were to-morrow to 
abolish all the implements of war in the world and to disband all the. trained for~es, both on 
land and sea, as is proposed by these articles, one result would certamly be to give supreme 
power to those nations which could most quickly improvise armed forces and manufacture 
implements of war. The result of that would, of course, be that other States, and especially 
small States which were the neighbours of larger Powers with grea~ industrial capacity, W01fld 
more than ever before be at the complete mercy of those States which had the resources which 
they themselves lacked. ' . . - . . _ . . . 

The Soviet delegate, as he must be, IS evidently aware of th1s particular objection which 
can be raised, and in his Draft he attempts to deal with it by Articles 30 to 36. I thin~ it 
is very doubtful whether those articles would really be effective for the purpose for which 
they are designed and do anything to remove the danger that might be caused to other States 
by the assumption that the mere absence of arms would make war impossible; but at any rate I 
call attention to that as a further reason for maintaining that we must give all these articles 
the most careful consideration. 

A similar observation applies to those parts of the proposal which deal with local police, 
and which are contained in Chapter III under the heading of " Organisation of Protection".· 
I am not quite sure I fully understand how paragraph 2_ of Article 38 would work out in practice. 
I understand from that paragraph that the strength of local police to be permitted should 
bear a ratio to the population of the country concerned. That, of course, is reasonable enough, 
and I do not raise any objection to it, but I do not quite see why it should be also related 
necessarily to the length of the means of communication. In a rough-and-ready way I do 
realise that, but if it is t6 bear any fixed proportion to the length of means of communication, I 
think it is open to the greatest objection, and I do not at all understand the meaning of the 
words that the local police shall be related also to the " existence of objects which are deemed 
by the State to require protection ". I do not know what sort of objects the draftsman had in 
view when he spoke of these " objects which are deemed by the State to require protection ". 
These clauses may be open, probably are open, to a perfectly reasonable explanation, 
but-and that is another reason for examining them-we cannot pass over and accept offhand 
articles like this which require not only examination but explanation as to the real meaning 
that underlies them. But what is clear, at all events, in these articles dealing . with local 
police is this, that while, after four years, no armed forces of any sort or kind are to be allowed for 
national defence, yet local police, armed with rifles, are to be allowed in a strength in some way 
related to and dependent upon the length of communications in the country. How would 
that work out ? There are very long communications from the Polish frontier to the Bering 
Sea ~ !he result would be that a country of enormous area like Russia, while nominall~· 
abohshmg all armed forces, would, under the title of local police, be in command of a :very 
power£~! army, whereas her neighbours of very much smaller area and very much smaller 
populatiOn would be dependent upon quite a small force really proportioned only to internal 
matters. In my country we have no local police armed with firearms at all. These articles 
lay d?wn that all ~he lo~al police are to be armed with modern weapons. In my country 
there 1s no local pohce which has any sort of arms more lethal or more serious than a truncheon, 
and there is no local police force which is either recruited by or under the control of the Govern~·· 
ment at all. We do not want it. Our police force is quite sufficient for the duties. it ·has to 
perform, and we have no need for an armed police force at all. Is it not rather anomalous 
that no account at all is taken of national conditions of that sort ? I have not enough know
lec;Ige whether similar conditions obtain in any other country, but I would suggest that, if 
the local police is really desired only for the necessity of repressing crime and maintaining 
o~der, the Soviet delegate should consider an amendment to his proposals by which those in 
hrs. own. country and elsewhere. who accept these articles would give up the idea of a local 
~hce wrth firearms in their hand, and accept instead the model of the British police I In a 
srmdar connection, may I call the attention of the Commission to Article I5 ? There we are 
told that revolvers as well as sporting guns are to be permitted under licence, and that the 
r~v?!vers are intended for personal defence. Is not that rather a curious provision for a 
crvrlised country in the twentieth century ? Bear in mind that there are to be no means of 
national defence. That would be a most sinful thing ! That would be incompatible with 
the great ideal which is the principle underlying these proposals-no sort of defence of your 
country, bu~ carry your.rev~lver to protect y~>Ur own. life! Therefore it appears that even 
the local pohce, armed wrth nfles, are not suffi~<tent to grve protection to the citizen. I submit 
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that, wh~re~s a provision of that sort may possibly be required in parts of the world where 
h~man ~e IS not very adequately protected, it is wholly unnecessary in countries like those 
With wh1ch I am most familiar, where the citizen does not go about his daily work in constant 
f~~ ?f his life. I think that in these days it is the duty of the State to protect the life of the 
Citizen, and I must say I am surprised-among other causes of surprise-that from the Soviet 
Government should come this provision of exaggerated individualism in which the defence of 
the private citizen, elsewhere committed to the State, should be placed in his own hands, 
and that he should be armed with revolvers at the very moment when all other sorts of arma
ment are to be abolished. 

There are many features, as I have endeavoured to point out, in these proposals which 
appear to me to be quite unsuitable for highly civilised countries ; but the particular point I 
want to make in connection with them is that, whether they are desirable or not, they are 
not in any essential connection with a scheme of disarmament. You may have disarmament 
without having any of these clauses to which I have referred, and there are many alternative 
ways in which the same objects might be subserved ; but there are some of these articles 
which are not merely objectionable on those grounds as being unsuitable for civilised countries, 
there are some of them which could not be accepted by any Government of a constitutional 
country. If you search through these articles you will find several places, among others Article 
3 and Article 9. which provide that within a single year a certain whole category of legislation 
is to be repealed. No representative of a Government which has a parliamentary system can 
pledge a Parliament to repeal a quantity of Acts in advance. It is quite certain that, if any 
such proposal were made in Great Britain, Parliament would resent it extremely. I am sure 
the same is true of any country under a constitutional system. You would probably find 
~t highly resente_d by the representat!ves of the people that they ~ad been ple?ged in adva!lce 
m matters ·of th1s sort by the executive Government. Take, for mstance, Article ro. Article 
.ro, whi(:h has already been referred to, appears to me one of the most astonishing proposals that 
has ever been put before an assembly of this sort. Let me refer to its terms. ' Immediately 
after the entry into force of the present Convention, the following shall be prohibited by law. " 
There again, I say that no member of the executive Government can give a pledge that any
thing shall be prohibited by law. Legal enactments in my country and in many others are 
the prerogative of a free Parliament ; .it would be idle to expect any of us to put our signature 
to proposals of this sort in which we declare that. within a year we will make a number of 
prohibitions. Speaking for my own country alone, there is no liberty which the Parliament 
of Great Britain more tenaciously maintains than the freedom of the Press and the freedom 
of study of all sorts, and in this Article ro we are actually asked to declare that, immediately 
after the entry into force of the Convention, we are to have prohibited by law scientific research 
and theoretical treatises. There is no definition of what sort of theoretical treatises or what 
branch of scientific research, and until that is explained we must presume that it covers 
scientific research of practically all kinds. But not only that-there is to be prohibited by 
law works on military history. What would that mean ? It would mean that it would be an 
offence against law to publish a new translation of Cresar's Gallic War or of Xenophon's Ana basis. 
It would be an offence against law and you would be liable to prosecution and penalty if 
you were to write and publish a new life of Frederick the Great or of Napoleon. It is all very 
well for the Commission to laugh, but I think it is a very serious matter. We have these 
proposals before us, as M. Litvinoff has told us, to accept or reject. There i~ no liberty to 
examine them, no liberty to take out that proposal dealing with military history and to maintain 
some other part of the Draft. It appears to me that we are bound to subject all these 
matters to the closest scrutiny, and I think that scrutiny should in the first place be by the 

· Preparatory Commission in some form or other; I do not say by the whole Commission-it 
. might be referred to some smaller body, but, at all events, the Preparatory Commission must 

make itself responsible for a close scrutiny of these proposals, and when it has done so I think 
-i't will be very necessary that the Governments which we represent should also be given an 

opportunity of expressing an opinion in detail, accepting some articles and rejecting others 
if they think fit. · 

Now, as a representative of a naval Power, I, of course, scrutinise particularly the articles 
dealing with naval armaments. I am not prepared summarily to reject them; some of them, 
I think, could obviously not be accepted in their present form, and to the full extent of the 
Russian proposals, but, without going so far as that, it is quite possible that these articles may 
be found to contain some valuable suggestions. For example, the British Government has 
already announced that it is quite prepared, in agreement with other Powers, to agree to the 
total abolition of submarines. That is one of the proposals in the Soviet Draft. We have 
declared already that we are quite prepared for that, and I think it is quite likely-though I 
cannot say definitely-that my Government might agree also to the total abolition of some of 
the categories of war material which are appended to Article II. 

It is surely very unfair, when the honourable delegate for the Soviet Republic comes 
here and speaks in the very scornful way that he has done of the work hitherto accomplished 
by the League, to leave out of account altogether the very considerable progress that has been 
made. I could not help asking myself, when I listened to his words yesterday, whether he 
has ever heard of the Agreement that was arrived at Washington very shortly after the war. 
I shall be borne out by representatives of other Powers which took part in that Conference 
that very considerable progress was made, falling short, of course, of what is now proposed 
by the Soviet Republics but still, as compared with previous conditions, gratifying pro~ess 
.in the direction of naval disarmament, and even more recently my Government has let 1t be 
known that they are quite prepared to carry the Agreement there come to a little further. The 
enormous ships of modem times known as "C<!pital ships" were at W~hington agreed to be .. ., 
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limited, or, at any rate, it was agreed to prevent a f~rther growth ~f these enormous vessels. 
The British Government have said that they are qmte prepan;d-m agreement, of course, 
and only in agreemen_t wi~h the other. signato~es of the Washmgton Conference-to take a 
further step in the drrectlon of reducmg the stze of these enormously costly and powe~ful 
vessels, and also to increase the period which must elapse before they are replaced by new !>htps, 
and we are willing to do that at any time when the naval Powers concerned thmk that th~ 
time is opportune for some such move as that. . . . 

All those things may not be very rapid progress; 1t may very well be that ardent enthusiasts 
may get impatient because we do not go quicker and do more, but what we_ have already done 
and what we have intimated our willingness to do does represent -'7' I t~mk, .at any rate-a 
very important advance along the ro~d to disarmame'?-t. The art.tc!es ~n th1s praf! un_der 
the heading " Protection at Sea " certamly have the ment of bot~ ongmahty an~ tmagmatt.on, 
but to determine whether they are suitable for the purpos~ for whtch the:y .are des~gned reqmres 
more technical knowledge than I have. The professed obJect of ~he mantlme police m~ntloned 
in Article 40 is to deal with pirates and slave-traders on the high seas. I am speakmg now 
from advice that has been given me on these proposals by competent naval officers. I am 
told that for that purpose, the very purpose for which they are designed-dealing with _Pirates 
and slave-traders-the police vessels must be capable (it is common sense to s~e that 1t must 
be so) of overhauling any vessel that can take the sea, and they m~st carry suffic1~nt a~mament 
to force any such vessel to bring to if required. The naval adv1ce I have rece1ved 1~ to the 
effect that the type of vessel specified in Article 43 would be entirely unsuitable for th1s work, 
that it is impossible to build a vessel of the necessary seackeeping qualities for work. on the 
open ocean in all weathers within the tonnage limits laid down. If that is so-! only g1ve that 
on advice which has been given to me-clearly that is a point which the Soviet delegate himself 
would desire to amend. It cannot be that he wants the clauses he has got in his Draft to 
nullify the intention which he has with regard to protection at sea. The same criticism applies 
still more obviously, I think, to Article 44, vessels intended for Customs supervision. I 
think the draftsman of this clause appears to be under the impression that territorial waters 
are always smooth waters, which is very far from being the case. It is difficult to understand 
why any officers and men who are to be employed on Customs duty should be condemned 
to take the sea in little boats of 100 tons without any armament capable of arresting high-
speed vessels engaged in smuggling. . · 

I apologise to the Commission for the length of the draft that I have made upon their 
patience, and I can only, by way of reparation, assure them that I shall not occupy their 
attention much longer, but there are one or two more salient features of this draft Convention 
which I think it is necessary to keep in view. The Commission will have observed that there 
are a great many clauses in which the actual operation of the clause is deferred until we can 
arrive at a special convention. A very large portion of the actual·operation of this draft 
Convention depends upon the arrival at an agreement with regard to the special conventions, 
and I think those who scrutinise them-and there are no fewer than eight enumerated in one 
of the articles-will see that it will be impossible to arrive at any ultimate decision U:pon the . 
Convention as a whole until those special conventions are either finally agreed upon or, at all 
events, until much more detailed information has been given to us as to what is the intention 
of the Draft with regard to them. .Another very significant feature in these proposals, as 
the Commission will have observed, is that no sort of sanction, no real sanction, is suggested 
for ensuring compliance with any part of this Convention in case of its being violated by any 
contracting party. Article 6o is significant· in this .connection. That article evidently 
contemplates that tltere may be a direct breach of this Convention. I· do not know exactly what 
is the distinction between a direct and an indirect breach, but I will not lay stress upon that 
point, because no doubt we might have an explanation as to what a direct breach is. In any 
case, what is interesting to observe is how it is proposed to deal with these direct breaches. 
We are told in that article that representatives of the contracting States shall be summon6d'
as expeQitiously as possible by the Permanent International Commission of Control, but we 
are ~ot to!~ to where the contracting S~ates are to be sum~o?-ed, and, having regard to the 
?tudted avmdance of any use of the machinery of the League, 1t IS a matter of great interest and 
Importance to us to be told to what part of the world-whether to one of the capitals in one of 
the States in the five continents, as we have already brought it in in another connection-the 
representatives are to. be summoned. I can see no reason why it should not be specified, 
thou~h we may take 1t for granted th.at, wherever may be chosen for this purpose, it will 
certamly not be Geneva. · Then, what IS to happen when these representatives have been called 
together to some unknown place ? What is their duty with regard to the direct breach ? 
~ e are told that it is to ~ecide upon the steps to be. taken. Well, that in itself is tolerably 
Wide an~ vague, and lends Itself t~ a great number of mterpretations. Whether the particular 
clause Will be acceptable ?r not mtght very well ~epend upon what is mean~ by the steps that 
are to be taken. There 1s only one parhcul~t gtven, and that of a negative character. We 
are ~old.that the steps to be taken are toexerctsepressure but must not be of a military character. 
I thmk It would have added ye~y muc~ to the cla~ty of the article if at least some suggestion 
had been made as to how 1t IS possible to exerctse pressure and how States are to exercise 
pressure of a non-military character upon a State which, ex hypothesi, has committed. a direct 
breach of agreement to which its signature has been attached. 

I hope that the criticism of these proposals which I have ventured to address to the 
Com~issi?n will just~f:y _wha.t I set out by saying, that it is very necessary to give them 
exammatu~n. The cnttctsm IS, of course, very far from being exh~ustive, but it has, I hope, 
be~n su~ctent ~o show how num.erous and.co!f!plex are the questions which might very well.be 
raJSed Without m any way touchmg the pnn~ple of complete disarmament. 
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_ I wish now to say a word about the second question which I mentioned at the outset of 
my observations. The Commission may remember that I said the first question was whether 
these articles should be examined in detail. If that question is answered in the affirmative, 
the second question is: How should that examination be conducted? We must not lose sight 
of the fact that up to the present our work has been based upon two Drafts, which we have 
endeavoured by a synoptic text to bring into co-ordination with a view to arriving at an agreed 
·convention. The next item on the agenda of the Commission is to proceed with the discussion 
of the second reading of these Drafts. It appears to me to be absolutely essential that, if 
we are to examine these Soviet proposals, as I suggest we should, there are two points we 
must k'eep in view. The first is to decide whether they can conveniently be· brought within 
the framework of these two draft Conventions and discussed in relation to them, or whether 
it may not be necessary to discard those Conventions and take up this Draft as an entirely 
_fresh and independent mode of approach to our work. I am sure that we should all feel 
very great regret if it were necessary to come to that decision-we should feel that a great 
deal of time had been spent not, I think, entirely without profit and without hope of result-and 
that we should now entirely cast it aside. The second point, the necessity of which I tried at 
an earlier stage to make clear, is whether these proposals of tlie Soviet Government can be 
harmonised with the League of Nations and with the terms of the Covenant, because it is quite 
clear, as I have already pointed out, that, unless they can be harmonised with the Covenant of 
the League of Nations, it is beyond our competence, whatever our wish may be, to deal with them. 

_ Lastly, I would say that must also, as I have already intimated, be submitted, before a 
final decision is taken, to the Governments which we represent. The honourable delegate of 
the Soviet Government yesterday appeared to think that ample time had been given to this 
Commission to examine these extremely complicated proposals and to arrive at a final decision. 
Well, .they only bear date about a month ago, FebruarY. xsth; I never saw them until after 
I had arrived at Geneva for the purpose of taking part in the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security, and I think there are probably other delegates in exactly the same position. I 
therefore have had no opportunity up to the present, no possibility, of consulting my Govern
ment as to their view of this Convention, and the Government of Great Britain have therefore 
had no opportunity, as is very essential, of taking the opinion of the various technical depart
ments upon them, and I cannot understand the view that a month is ample for deciding a 
matter of this great difficulty and complexity. _ After all, let us realise that the /roposals 
before us are a sudden attempt to realise an ideal that has long been before the worl , making 
most far-reaching proposals affecting every department of the Government of every State, 
and I certainly should not have thought a few months, even six months, would have been an 
excessive time to give Governments and their representatives for examining so complex a 
problem. I therefore dissent altogether from the idea that we can here and now at this session 
give a decisive answer one way or the other to this draft Convention. I repeat that, so far 
as I am concerned-and I think my Government will take the same view, though I have not 
been able to consult them-my view certainly-is that these proposals should be given the most 
serious and careful examination, without which it is utterly unreasonable to expect any body 

_ of business men, representatives of a number of different States, to arrive at a decision either 
for rejection or for acceptance. 

Mr. President, I should not be candid with the Commission if I professed to be sanguine 
that any large proportion of this draft Convention would be found, when fully examined, to 
lie within the boundaries of practicable policy. But I can say with complete sincerity that 
I very much wish that the opposite were the truth. The planet upon which these Russian 
proposa,Is could be put into practical operation would be a better and a happier world than that 
which we at present inhabit. I have already said that, almost from the dawn of history, 
mankind has held before its eyes the ideal future when swords would be beaten into plough
shares, when disarmament would be complete and when war would be no more. But through 

• the long centuries- until our own time no man has ever attempted in any real and practical 
way to bring th~t ideal nearer to reality, and we may be thankful that upon us it has fallen 
to take the first step forward towards that ideal. To some it -may appear that that step is 
feeble and hesitating. For myself, I think the very fact of this generation for the first time 
making practical proposals of any sort, or even taking them into consideration, is an immense 
progress towards that ideal. But, Mr. President, progress is the work of evolution, and 
evolution is slow. I see no ground for pessimism ; I .see no ground for regarding our discussion 
on this question as contemptible futilities ; I believe we have made great progress ; but do 
not let us make the mistake of imagining that we can reach the goal more quickly or more 
easily or more effectively by taking wild leaps at intervening obstacles instead of setting to 
work with perseverance and patience to level them into a practical road before our feet. 

M. SATO (Japan). - I should be failing in courtesy, both in my personal capacity and_as 
representing the Japanese delegation, if I did not ask to be allowed to make some observations 
in regard to the draft Disarmament Convention submitted to us- by the Soviet delegation. 

Without going into a detailed examination of that Draft, I should like to point out that 
the principle upon which it is based is the idea that general and complete disarmament would 
necessarily confer absolute security. That conception is contrary to the conception which 
the Japanese delegation has hitherto maintained. We have always considered that it is 
first of all necessary to have a certain measure of security, and that you can then proceed, 
simultaneously if yoli like (I am willing to go as far as that), to a reduction of armaments, 
which must, however, go hand-in-hand with the increase of security. We have taken that point 
of view because that is the basis upon which the Covenant itself has placed the question. You 
will remember that the first paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant lays down that: 

• • 
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" The Members of the League recognise that t~e main~enance ?f peac~ requires th,~ 
reductign of national armaments to the lowest pomt consistent With national safety. 

That paragraph therefore recognises the justification of a minimum _degree of armaments 
necessary to ensure the safety of any State Member of the !-eague ?f ~ations. . 

In this connection, I should like to offer a personal illustration m order to explam my 
own conception of security. I do not carry arms for my own defence, w~ether _at Geneva, 
which I have visited on so many occasions during the past two years, or m Pans, where I 
enjoy the hospitality of the French Government. I have never felt any need to carry a we_apon, 
for the simple reason that I have never been molested, _and I fe~l the gr_eatest confidence m t~e 
security which is provided for me by the excellent na~10nal police service. ~hree years ago It 
was my lot to visit Moscow, where I had the honour ofbemg the fir~t represel'!t<~;tive of_ my Gove~n
ment after the resumption of diplomatic relations between the Umon of Socialist SovietRepubhcs 
and Japan. My mission was a very brief one, as I was soon afterwards replaced by an Ambassador, 
but during my stay in Moscow I again felt no need to carry any weapon. _for my personal 
defence. I was not aware at that time that Article 15 of the draft Convention submitted by 
the Soviet delegation, the importance of which has just been emphasised ~y Lor~ Cushend~n, 
would one day see the light, but even had I known ofthe existence of that article, which a~thonses 
individuals to carry a revolver for their personal defence, I should not have earned arJ?s. 
because I felt just as safe in Moscow as I have done in Paris, Geneva or other European countnes. 
But that was not the case with all my friends. I have known people who considered that it 
was inadvisable for them to move without weapons for their defence ; in spite of the excellent 
order which was maintained in those towns, they did not get the sense of security. On the 
other hand, I myself, if I were to go to some tropical country overrun with wild beasts, should 
feel it necessary to carry a weapon, possibly a rifle. . 

I think this illustration shows that security is really subjective, and also shows the relation 
which exists between the sense of security and the question of disarmament. It is not sufficient 
to tell a person that he has no cause for fear. He must feel convinced that he is safe before he 
agrees to part with his weapon. It is not the throwing away of his weapons that will- endow 
him with a sense of security. That is more likely to have the opposite effect. It is the fact of 
feeling secure that will induce him to lay down his arms. ' 

That, in my view, applies just as much to States in their international relations as to 
individuals, and it is the opinion of my Government with regard to. the interdependence of 
security and disarmament. I now pass on to another point. . . 

I would draw your attention to the fact that the Covenant does not require absolute 
disarmament, but refers to a reduction or limitation of armaments. The fourth paragraph of 
Article 8 says : 

" After these plans shall have been adopted by the several Governments, the limits 
or armaments therein fixed shall not be exceeded without the concurrence of the Council." 

That confirms the view that the Covenant has authorised the maintenance of a minimum 
degree of armaments, which countries shall undertake not to exceed and that was also the 
vie:-" taken by the sixth session of the A_ss~mbly (1925), in its resolution of September 25th, 
which created the Preparatory CommissiOn for the Disarmament Conference. According 
to that resolution, the work of the Preparatory Commission was to be the study of plans for 
a conference with a view to the reduction and limitation of armaments, this Conference to be 
convened wh_en_ sati~factory conditions of ge?eral_ security had been established. The Prepara
tory Commi_ssiOn Itself m~de a declaration m the same sense, stating that the work 
entrusted to 1t by the Council would have to be undertaken from the point of view of enabling 
every Government to make clear and quantitative proposals as to the extent to which it 
woul~ be prepared to disarm, basing those proposals on the degree of security prevailing at" 
the time the Conference was convened. 

T~o~e texts appe~r to me _to lay do~n very defi~itely the limits of the competence of our 
Commission, and I thmk that IS a very Important pomt. If we are to have a discussion on a 
draft Convention ~hi~h modifies to a very a~preciable extent the terms of reference to the 
Preparatory Commtssion, I_ fear we_ should be transporting the discussion on to a new basis, 
and that we should be gomg outstde our terms of reference. That is why I think we are 
fac_ed with_ a very difficult and delicate question, both from the legal and from the practical 
pomt of VIew. · 

Taking first the legal point of view, I maintain that it is not for us to modify the limits 
of our compet~nc~ as established by our terms of reference. To do. that we should have to 
get the authonsahon both of the Assembly and the Council. Moreover, the draft Convention 
now before us contemplate~ complete and total disarmament, which is not provided for in 
the Covenant. Therefore, 1f we were to adopt the standpoint of the Soviet delegation it 
would be necessary, in the first place, to modify the Covenant. ' 

~s regards the practical point of view, any detailed discussion of the draft Convention 
subm1t~ed by the Union of S~cialist Soviet Republics appears to me to involve the necessity 
o~. makmg a fre~h start and domg all the w_ork already undertaken by the League in connection 
~~t~ the reduction of armame?ts over agam. I arl.mit that this might, as an extreme case be 
)Ushfi~d, but I confess to havmg grave doubts as to its advisability 'in the t ' d 
I remm~ you of what was_ said on this subject by M. Paul-Boncour and b/~~~~n~:s~t ~~r 
last_ sessiOn. At }he meetmg of November 30th, 1927, M. Paul-Boncour declared that the 
Soviet proposals represented a conception of disarmament which the L f N t" h d 
renounced on the very day it was founded ", anti M. ~enes spoke in the s~~~eonse. a tons a 
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For those reasons, I have grave doubts as to the expediency of submitting the proposals 
of the Soviet delegation to the Assembly, which long ago refused to accept such a conception 
of disarmament. 

In conclusion, I desire to add that the States Members of the League of Nations, including 
my own country, have subscribed to the provisions of the Covenant, which imposes certain 
obligations and confers certain rights. It also lays down certain lines of conduct and certain 
methods of procedure from which the Member States cannot deviate. From that point of 
view, the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics is not in the same situation as States which are 
Members of the League, because Russia has not signed the Covenant. It is quite comprehensible, 
therefore, that the Soviet delegation should feel at liberty to draft a Convention which is not 
in harmony with the Covenant and perhaps to carry out disarmament by methods which 
differ from those which Members of the League have been attempting to carry out in the past. 
· While I am quite prepared to recognise that the attitude of the Soviet delegation is explained 
by the special situation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics in regard to the rights 
and obligations arising out of the Covenant, I trust that that delegation will realise the special 
obligations and duties of States Members of the League of Nations. 

If the point of view of the Soviet Government is not identical with that of the Members of 
the League at the present .moment, I nevertheless cherish the hope that our co-operation will 
continue, so as to enable .us one day to reach results which may be acceptable for all of us. The 
freedom of the situation which the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics enjoys in regard to 
the League of Nations allows it to make proposals which may prove to be a very useful 
contribution to our work, and I express the fervent hope that the Soviet delegation will 
continue its co-operation with the League and endeavour, with us, to smooth away the 
difficulties and to find some common ground for agreement. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada).- Mr. President,-! am sure the Commfssion is greatly indebted 
to the honourable representative of the British Empire for his masterly analysis and criticism 
of the draft Convention submitted by the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, as well as to the 
honourable representative of Japan· for his- further amplification of this analysis. Their 
timely remarks, I believe, have shown how extremely necessary it is that we should make an 
exhaustive study of these proppsals. The Canadian delegation has followed the pres~t 
discussion with keen and sympathetic interest and agrees that the proposals of the Soviet 
delegation .should be given full and careful consideration, which implies their careful and 
exhaustive study by the Government which we have the honour to represent. We cannot, 
therefore, quite understand how it could be expected that we should be prepared to discuss 
intricate and comprehensive proposals which have been circulated so recently as February 
2rst. The Canadian Government has not had time to ·examine them with that thoroughness 
demanded by their far-reaching importance, still less to transmit any instructions to its repre
sentative here. It will be evident, therefore, to the Commission that, however much we might 
desire it otherwise, it would be exceedingly difficult for us to consider these proposals at the 
present moment. 

The meeting rose at 7.30 p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Wednesday, March 2rst, rg28, at ro.30 a.m. 

President : M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

, •10. General Discussion of the Draft Convention of Immediate, Complete and General 
Disarmament submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics (Annex 2) (continued). 

. M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - When studying the draft Convention submitted by the 
delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, I asked myself, as we all do when a 
proposal is submitted to us, how far I could agree with it. As regards the principle underlying 
this proposal, viz., total disarmament, I reached a conclusion not far removed from that of 
Lord Cushendun. When I try to conceive to myself an ideal human society and to conjure 
up the picture of that perfect human community, I see no armaments, no aggression, no defence, 
.no police, no crimes and no correctional courts. Like Lord Cushendun, I believe that this is 
an ideal shared by the whole human race, whether we expect it to be realised through evolution 
leading to the gradual improvement of humanity, or whether we base our hopes upon divine 
promises which speak of a new heaven and a new earth where justice shall reign supreme. 
Total disarmament is one of the essential features of an ideal. So far, I am in. agreement 
with the proposal before us, but when it comes to the realisation of this ideal I must part 
company with the authors of this proposal. We cannot expect it to-day from the men, nations 
and Governments making up the human community, whose imperfections, errors, mistakes, 
cupidities and rivalries, not to mention their hatreds, recur on every page of history and are 
experienced daily. The moment has not arrived when countries can lay down the arms they 
carry in the defence of justice. While there are many people in all countries with good 
intentions but blind to realities who applaud the proposals we are discussing, Governments 
have other responsibilities and cannot allow themselves to be deceived by a mirage. 

Unless I am mistaken, two arguments are_adduced in favour of total disarmament. 
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The first seeks to show that the armaments race contributes more than· anything else 
towards increasing distrust between States, which is the real cause of wars. If armaments are 
removed, this distrust will disappear and with it wars also. . . 

According to the second argument, the removal of arma!llents will make war a matenal 
impossibility and will thus solve the problem .of gener3:l ~ecunty and peace. 

For the moment I will content myself wtth exammmg t;hese two argume~ts, and I ~u~t 
apologise in advance for referring to elementary matters, but there are occas10~s when tt ts 
necessary to repeat elementary truths. · . . · 

I will leave on one side the questions of detall, ho~ever t!llportant ~hey ~ay be-:-such, 
for example, as the practical value of a draft Convention whtch, a~?o~ding ~o tts ;Article ?r, 
will only enter into force " as from its ratification by all the States , m_cludmg netghbounng 
and sometimes turbulent States, of which Lord Cushendun spoke. .I .wtll sa:y n? m.ore up?n 
the question whether it is desirable to conclude a Convention contru?mg n? m~~abon of Its 
duration or possibilities of denouncing it--in other words, a Convention whtch ts mtended to 
be everlasting. · · 1 f 1 

I will therefore revert to the two arguments adduced in favour of the pnnctp e o. tota 
disarmament. I think we are all agreed in admitting that the armaments race greatly contnbutes 
to the distrust existing between States, but the argument that armaments are the sole 
cause of this distrust and ·that it will disappear with the removal ?f. armaments see~s to me 
to belong to the realm of faricy, a realm which we all delight to v.tsL~ from time to time, but 
which is not entitled to permanent representation on our Commtsswn. The danger of the 
armaments race is a very real one and it is recognised by the Covenant of th«: League. The 
Netherlands Government is fully alive to it, as its delegation on our Commission has proved. 
We have given our support to a large number of proposals which aim at putting ~.check u~on 
this disastrous race. I will not mention them individually. Moreover, the military pohcy 
of the Netherlands Government has also given proof of these intentions. Our Government, far 
from taking part in the armaments race, has carried out a limitation of armaments on a scale 
which very few countries have equalled. . 

The .race for armaments is not the only cause of armed conflicts. The question before 
us is nof as simple as that. A number of other causes may provoke armed conflicts and are 
all reasons why Governments must take measures for their defence. The Convenant of the 
League of Nations recognises this in Article 8, which lays down that: 

" The Members of the League recognise that the maintenance of peace requires the 
reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistent with national security 
and the enforcement by common action of international-obligations. " · 

Thus the Covenant recognises requirements of national security.which make total disarma-
ment impossible. The apparent contradiction in this article recurs on numerous occasions 
and it consists in the fact that, in the same article and in the very same paragraph, armaments 
are regarded, on the one hand, as being dangerous and requiring to be limited, and that, on 
the other hand, they cannot be reduced below a certain minimum and have their value. They 
are recognised as both dangerous and useful, both bad and good. It is this tragic paradox 
which has so far led to the failure of so many attempts. We find this same apparent contra
diction in the Treaty of Versailles, which, while disarming Germany, left her an army intended 
exclusively for the maintenance of order in the country and for the policing of frontiers. 

The same apparent contradiction occurs in the Russian Draft itself, which, when proposing 
total disarmament, nevertheless leaves us guns and armed forces up to a number which is 
not mentioned. We shall have to revert to this point, but for the moment I will only point 
out that the Russian proposal arranges for the retaining of armaments which its authors 
think necessary. · . · . 

This apparent contradiction is intelligible when we consider the various causes which ., 
may provoke armed conflicts and which are all reasons why Governments should maintain an 
armed force for the protection of law and order. . 

I will. only deal very ~riefly with these caus.es, but I will ask you to note that, even after 
the adoption o~ th~ Ru~stan prol?osals-supposmg for the moment that they are adopted
th_ese claus~s wtll still extst_ and ~-ill even to some extent be aggravated; Apart from ordinary 
cnmes, ~htch do not reqmre milt.tary arms, there are organised brigandage and piracy. The 
~uppresston of t~ese scourges has m the past. called ~or very large for~es, and recent experience · 
m many countnes s~ows that both orga?Ised bngandage and ptracy are still very real 
dangers. Af!Y weakenmg of Governments mvolves the risk of encouraging the recrudescence 
of these evils. 

. Still mo~e serious ~e the dangers of internal disorders, riot, insurrection and revolution .. 
HLStory furntshes us Wtth examples on every page, but the menace to Governments is very 
m?ch. greater to-day b~cause such movements are prepared more systematically and more 
sctenhfically. ~hen, agrun, they ca!l be prepare~ ~eyond the frontiers of the country threatened. 
Thes~ prepar~hons can be ~ade with the perrntssion and sometim·es even with the co-operation 
of netghbounng or more dtstant States. · 

. Again, the.rearethemanys~u~~es of conflicts between States: different conceptionsofright, 
mtsunderstandmgs, errors, cuptdtttes. In the Committee on Arbitration and Security many 
of us have rece!ltly bee.n st.udY!ng m~thods which may lead to a pacific solution of disputes. 
The need of thts exa~matwn ts obvwus! for disputes which are not solved by pacific means 
only !oo often result m a degree of tenston which may even threaten war I h t t 
mentioned the case of a State breaking its word and comnu'ttm' g an act of · a:ve no yet 

· hb · St t 'th th b' f . . aggresswn agruns a neig ounng a e WI e o 1ect o seiZmg ~ part of its territory or for some other reason. 
< 
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Need we add to the number of possible causes of arnied conflicts ? No doubt the Covenant 
of the League of Nations gives to States Members a considerable measure of security and there 
is no occasion to exaggerate the existing risks of war. We must be careful not to throw the 
world into a state of feverish alarm due to fear of the possible outbreak of wars. Everything 
must be done to increase mutual confidence between States, which is essential to moral disarma
ment and which may result in an important limitation and reduction of armaments, but 
in all this we must also reject the superficial, mistaken and dangerous argument that total 
disarmament will remove distrust and the danger of war. 

I pointed out that the Russ.ian proposal itself to some extent recognises the possible value 
of armaments. I would add that these proposals only contemplate armaments as a protection 
against internal dangers. It does not speak of external dangers. \Vhy is it silent on this 
point ? I think I am accurately interpreting the ideas of the authors of these proposals when 
I say that, in their opinion, there is no need to provide protection against external aggression 
because if these proposals were applied war would be materially impossible. We thus arrive 
at a second argument which has been adduced in favour of total disarmament. According 
to this argument, total disarmament will make war a material impossibility. 

If disarmament were total in the strict sense of the term, nations would return to the 
prehistoric state in which they were when military history began and when the first conflict 

, led to the use of an organised force. . 

The proposals before us, however, are far from contemplating so total a measure of 
disarmament. I have already alluded to the paragraph referring to protection.· It is obvious 
that the necessary organisation for internal police would be all the more important, since this 
internal police force would be the only armed force in existence. We are therefore bound to 
enquire what these police forces might be if the idea of total disarmament were. accepted. 
We have some indications of this in the Treaty of Versailles. That Treaty leaves to Germany 
an army intended exclusively for the maintenance of order in the country and for the policing 
of frontiers. This army includes Ioo,ooo men armed with guns and machine-guns. I do 
not feel, however, that the experience of Germany has shown that this force for the maintenance 
of internal order is too large. I do not myself believe that it is. It should also be added that, 
side by side with this army of Ioo,ooo men, there is the "Schutzpolizei ", which contains 
I50,ooo men armed with rifles and equipped with armoured cars. What importance would 
this police force have if the Russian proposal were accepted ? As Lord Cushendun reminded 
us, this proposal contains no figures. All we have is some indication of the method by which 
effectives would be calculated. This indication too is very vague and, after mention of neccss·ary 
elements, such as size of the population, length of communications, objects requiring to 
be protected, development of forestry, we find the words" etcetera". Now, these words may 
include anything. It may even be thought-and it would be difficult to deny the justification 
for this supposition-that these words mean that the force intended for the maintenance of 
internal order should vary inversely in size with the support which a Government will find 
among the population. Governments thus situated may require a largerpoliceforcethan others, 
and those Governments whose position is more or less shaky-history supplies us with many 
examples-sometimes have recourse to war in order to find a way out of their internal 
difficulties. · 

Even if we confine ourselves to size of population, we must realise that, if a country of 
s,ooo,ooo inhabitants were to be left a police force of 2o,ooo men, a country with a population 
of so,ooo,ooo would have 200,000 men, and if a country of s,ooo,ooo inhabitants were left a 
force of 40,000 men- which does not seem excessive-so,ooo,ooo inhabitants would require 
a force of 400,000 men. All these would be armed forces organised and disciplined. 

The delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics allowed himself a few pleasantries 
~with regard to what was said at our November session, namely, that war would still be possible 
with fists and penknives. But it would be no war of fists and penknives that would be waged 
by organised armed force.s, numbering perhaps hundreds of thousands of men. These forces 
would be better armed than the barbarians who destroyed the Roman Empire ; both in 
numbers and armaments, they would be superior to the armies of Charles XII and Gustavus 
Adolphus, to those of Frederick the Great and to Napoleon's armies at Waterloo. They would 
have behind them the whole of civil aviation. They could make use of explosives (for explosives 
are necessary not only for purposes of war but also in industry) ; they would have at 
their back the whole of that war potential so often mentioned in this Commission. Really 
total disarmament would place nations at the mercy of brigands, pirates, adventurers and 
revolutionaries. If we do not wish to plunge into chaos but, on the contrary, to maintain a 
defensive force, we must realise that, by resisting the dangers to which I refer, we thereby 
create an armed force which will without doubt make it possible to resort to war, and therefore 
the argument that the so-.called total disarmament proposed to us will make war impossible 
is devoid of all foundation. 

While the arguments adduced in favour of the Soviet proposals succumb to criticism, 
we must nevertheless take account of the consequences which would arise from their 
adoption. 

I would add the following observations to what I have just said. One of the most obvious 
results of adopting these proposals would be to disturb the present balance of power. The 
Netherlands delegation is in no sense of the opinion that this balance is in itself worthy of 
admiration. The right of the strongest finds n~ mention in the Preamble of the Covenant, 



which enumerates principles which must henceforth inspir~ the polic~ of States. adhering to 
the noble idea of the League of Nations. At the same time, there IS ~o denymg that the 
world of to-day rests largely upon the existing balance of power, and th1s balance would be 
upset by the proposals now before us. States which to-day do no~ count amonp- the strong~st 
would suddenly become formidable Powers owing either to the s~ze of the poli.ce force which 
they would be allowed to maintain, or to the reso.urces of every kmd at their disposal. Even 
though we do not admire the system-perhaps 1t would b~ better ~o say, the fact-of the 
balance of power, we are not necessarily 1~~ tc;> the conclu~10n (hat 1t should be replaced by 
another equilibrium, or rather by a diseqmhbnum. T~e. d1sturbanc~ of the present balance 
would upset things as they are now : an element of stab1hty 'Yould d1sa:pp~ar and be repla~ed 
by forces threatening stability and peace. I am no~ de~endn~g the ex1stmg state of affairs, 
nor am I questioning it, but I am opposed to UJ?S~ttmg 1t whil~ we have no assurance at all 
that its collapse will be followed by better conditions, or that 1ts only result may not be to 
create a state of general uncertainty and instability. 

The proposal was submitted to us as forming an organic whole. I cannot ackno_wledge 
. this description as correct. An organic whole possesses all the organs necessary for life a!ld 
growth. The proposal before us, on the other hand, is as incomplete as possible. It co~ta!ns 
no pledge of non-aggression, no pledge for the mutual respect of frontiers and of the ex1stmg 
forms of government and Governments, nothing on the peaceful settlement of disputes. 
Perhaps a small observation is called for here. The third paragraph of Article 6o says: "All 
disputes between States shall be settled by the Permanent International Commission of Control". 
It may be said that this provides a complete system of compulsory arbitration ; but I do not 
think I am misinterpreting this text in saying that it applies to the case mentioned in t~e 
first paragrap~, i.e., to ~ di:ect ~reach _of the present Convention ~nd to t~is case only. Th1s 
being so, I thmk I am JUStified m saymg that the proposal contams nothmg on the peaceful 
settlement of disputes. It does not form an organic whole, but is rather a detached limb of 
an organic whole-one might say a truncated head. And what the honourable ·.delegate of 
the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics said, after informing us that the proposal formed an 
organic whole, is, in my opinion, much more correct. He said that the whole proposal was 
permeated by a single idea. This is just what is wrong with it, because, if you set out from 
a single idea, you will not achieve satisfactory results, since in this world things are complicated. 

The proposal before us tends to promote instability ; it tends to provoke adventures and 
revolutions; it tends to place a premium on bad faith; it will not establish security; it will 
not ensure peace ; it will not protect justice. · 

What, then, are we to do with this proposal ? From what I have said, it will be understood 
that the Netherlands delegation will be unable to concur in the adoption of this proposal; 
and to the first question put to us by the delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics : 
Does the Commission agree to base its further labours on the principle of complete disarmament 
during the periods proposed by us ? The Commission must, in my opinion, reply in the 
negative. Perhaps at the end of this discussion it will be possible to conclude with certainty 
that the proposal has not been adopted, and that it is no use discussing it at a second reading, 
which would only provide a repetition of the arguments already submitted. 

I think that, before forming a definite opinion, we must all wait and hear what ·the 
delegation which submitted the proposal has to say. I should not be surprised if· the Soviet 
delegation came to the conclusion that, after this first discussion, it was no use going on. This 
would not surprise me, in view of this delegation's severe criticism of the number of pages 
already filled by the discussions of the organs· of the League on disarmament, and of the barren
ness of these debates. We shall then be able to resume our work where we left it, and we 
shall be able to resume it with the co-operation promised us in advance by the Soviet delegation, 
for, at the meeting of November 30th last, this delegation said that, "whilst insisting upon 
the _views just stated, the del_eg_atiof!- of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics is neverthelf!!iS o 

['Yhich _seems to me to ;mean If 1ts :Vl~ws _are not shared] ready to participate in any and every 
d1scuss1on of the question of the lrm1tabon of armaments whenever practical measures really 
leading to disarmament are proposed." , _ . 

In the d~aft_ C~nvention whic~ we drew _up last year, we endeavoured to embody . 
measures of th1s kmd m accordance w1th the meanmg given to the word " disarmament " in our 
Commission's title, viz.," the reduction and limitation of armaments". 

For my part, I cannot entertain the proposal which we are discussing to-day. 

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - May I venture to explain in a few words my own views and 
those of my Government in regard to the scheme for immediate, complete and general disarma
ment submitted by the Soviet delegation ? 

In so doing, gentlemen,~ feel it my duty to speak perfectly frankly, especially as I represent 
a small country whose policy for over a century has been so essentially paci:fi.c and whose 
armaments are so exclusively defensive in character that not a shadow of doubt can exist as 
to the sincerity of her desire to see these international efforts for the consolidation of peace 
on a basis of justice to the exclusion of force, crowned with early and complete success. ' 

In the fir.st place, I should like to point out that, during the discussions which have taken 
place _these l~t few years, both_in this Commission and in the Committee on Arbitration and 
Sec~nty and m the d1ffer~nt sess10ns of the Assembly of the League with its various Committees, 
the mterdependence of disarmament and sec~rity has been found to occupy a foremost place. 
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Divergent opinions ·have, it is true, been expressed as regards the extent to which the 
solution of these two problems is and should be influenced by their interdependence. 

Some have maintained that the present position as regards security is not sufficiently 
stable to admit of any measures of disarmament and that consequently the first step must be 
to strengthen the international system of security. -

Others, including the Government which I have the honour to represent, have held that 
the first step in reducing the international standard of armaments and the national burdens 
resulting therefrom could be taken on the basis of existing security, which in its tum would 
thereby be strengthened and might be still further strengthened by the gradual development 
of the pacific settlement of international disputes. 

Now,althoughtheremaybedifferencesof opinion as regards the nature of the interdepen
dence which exists between disarmament and security and the conclusions to be drawn from 
it, when we consider the practical steps for the solution of these problems everybody is agreed, 
so far as I have been able to ascertain, in recognising that this interdependence does exist. 
It seems, indee_d, just as impossible to find any final solution for the problem of disarmament 
without at the same time taking into account the necessity for extending the system for the 
pac_ific settlement of international disputes as it is to arrive at a system of perfect security 
based upon principles of law and equity without taking into account the question of 
disarmament. · . 

The scheme for complete disarmament submitted by the Government of the Union of 
.Socialist Soviet Republics represents an attempt to solve the problem of disarmament immediately 
and outright, independently of the mass of difficult and delicate questions connected with 
the pacific settlement of international disputes and the general security of States. In seeking 
to understand how this idea should have been submitted here in the concrete form of a draft 
general Convention, we need only recall all the difficulties which have invariably arisen in 
the course of our work whenever we have attempted to take even the smallest step forward 
in the direction of the.international reduction of armaments, with reference at the same time 
to ·the problems of law and security. This scheme may perhaps have the effect of speeding 
up the work of the Preparatory Commission, and in this way exercise a useful influence upon 
disarmament in general. 

However this may be, I am bound to say that, in the opinion of my Government, as stated 
most clearly and specifically by the Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs in a speech on March 
I3th before one of the Swedish Chambers, the Soviet scheme does not at the moment enter 
into the domain of practical politics. 

I shall confine myself to a few general observations, without examining the scheme in 
detail. 

The scheme is evidently based upon the conception that military armaments constitute 
the sole danger that threatens the peace of the world and international understanding. This 
conception, I fear, is not in accordance with·realities. Certainly no one can deny that military 
armaments, if carried beyond a reasonable limit, imply a very formidable menace, and 
consequently the idea which appears to have inspired the authors of the Russian scheme contains 
a truth deserving of attention. But, on the other hand, it must not be forgotten that disarma
ment in itself is not sufficient to eliminate the causes and sources of international disputes. 
Even in· a world completely disarmed, it is not only possible but, unfortunately, extremely 
probable that serious disputes may arise between the nations. In face of such a contingency, 

• i~ seems only natural that States should not feel able to dispense with even the relative 
security afforded by the national means of defence adapted to the peculiar circumstances of each 
one of them until such time as they are absolutely certain that any disputes arising between 
them will be submitted to some form of objective and impartial judicial settlement and that 
the awards given by such a tribunal will in all cases be accepted and scrupulously observed 
by the opposing party. It is very important that every State should be perfectly sure that 
the opposing party, although it has signed the Convention for complete disarmament, will 

·not decide in certain circumstances to take the defence of its interests into its own hands. 

However great the importance we attach to disarmament as an element of peace, we 
always come back, as it were, to our starting-point. that is, to the conclusion that in the existing 
circumstances disarmament requires as an indispensable complement a perfect and infallible 
system for the pacific settlement of all international disputes. It is true that the authors of 
the Russian scheme considered that, in regard to this point, it is sufficient to rely upon the 
goodwill of the States. I am far from under-estimating the sincere desire of the Governments 
to maintain peace and to strengthen the good relations between the States, put I feel myself 
impelled to_ask whether humanity has really arrived at such a state in the pacific settlement 
of international disputes that goodwill can replace an effective and perfected system of inter
national jurisdiction. 

But if I am right, and if the realisation of the Russian scheme in the present state of 
affairs seems hardly practicable, does it follow that we have come to a deadlock and that 
there is no way out ? Is it absolutely impossible to move forward in the direction of a solution 
of these two problems which form such a vast a~d inextricable complex ? In this connection, 

••• 18 
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I would venture to refer to the words spoken by M. Sandler, the representative of Sweden in the 
Third Committee of the last Assembly: 

"If there could be no disarmament without security and no security without disarma
ment, how was it possible to escape from the vicious c~rcle ? In view of the com~lexity 
of the problem, it must be attacked from several s1des !it once, a~d,_ accordmg to 
circumstances, the most practicable way must be foll?wed m the. con:v1ct1on that each 
step forward in one direction would facilitate progress m another direction, and the most 
certain way of putting this idea into action was to take, in the first place, a firm, though 
perhaps modest, step forward along the path of disarmament." 

This, gentlemen, is the gradual parallel scheme of advance with. a view to the solution · 
of the problems of security and ~isarmament whici} I would once m~re recoll_l~end on behalf 
of my Government, while stressmg the fact that one of the essential conditions to enable 
us to take such a step is that the principal military and naval P~wers, whose ~ivergence of 
view in regard to certain questions of primary importance ne~ess1ta~ed the a~Journment of 
our work in April last, should consent to those mutual concessiOns w1thout wh1ch any agree
ment in regar9- to disarmament appears quite impossible. 

Needless to say, I confidently hope that in the work which awaits us we can rely on the 
collaboration and the assistance of the Soviet delegation. · · 

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - Mr. President,-A considerable 
number of delegates have already stated their views regarding the proposals now before us 
and have treated the subject more or less exhaustively. I do not propose to deal with the 
matter at length, but feel that it may be desirable for me to make a brief statement as to 
the views of the American delegation. 

To begin with, I should like to touch upon one remark that was made in the course of 
the debate on Monday afternoon, to the effect that, in the opinion of one of the delegations, 
sincerity, consistency and logic should impel the country which. had proposed a multilateral 
pact against war to support the proposals now before us for immediate and complete disarma
ment. Mr. President, I do not feel warranted in taking up the time of this Commission with 
a lengthy statement on this point. However, in order that there may be no possible room for 
misunderstanding, I venture to trespass on your time to the extent of saying that it is precisely 
on grounds of sincerity, consistency and logic that my Government supports the idea of a 
multilateral pact renouncing war as an instrument of national policy, and at the same time finds 
itself unable to support drastic proposals for immediate and complete disarmament which 
we do not believe are calculated to achieve their avowed purpose. Any other attitude on 
the part of my Government, Mr. President, would be lacking in sincerity, consistency and 
logic, for my Government believes in the one project and disbelieves in the other.·· We believe 
that the idea behind the proposal of a pact for renouncing war can be made effective as an 
articulate expression of an almost universal will for peace. We believe that such an expression 
is more effective at this time than any scheme, ho~ever drastic, for doing away with weapons. 
We have always stated our conviction that, as we build up the will for peace and confidence 
in peaceful methods for settling international disputes, ,through regional agreements or other
wise, our need for armaments will automatically decrease. We have never believed that the 
converse was true and that the suppression of armaments would alone and by itself have 
the effect of creating that confidence which is essential to the successful conclusion of .our task. 

To turn now to the aspect of the problem which is ciore immediately before us, we. have 
~een told that one compelling reason for adopting the project for complete disarmameJ:~t , 
IS that public opinion throughout the world is impatient of less drastic measures and insists 
upon immediate and comprehensive action. I submit, Mr. President, that if public opinion 
were as clamorous as we have been told for action upon drastic schemes such as the one now 
before us, it is inconceivable that this should not have become apparent to us and to our 
~overnments. It is to be remembered that in most countries the expression of public opinion 
IS free and unfettered, that Governments are responsive to the will of the people, and if the 
people were convinced of the effectiveness of such drastic schemes there is no doubt that they 
would make their wishes so clearly and unmistakably known that no Government could ignore 
those wishes and survive. In the course of the debate, -a number of my colleagues have. 
expressed the belief that we need more ti!Oe for a careful analysis and consideration of the 
proposals now before the Commission. Inasmuch as the draft Convention was placed in our 
hands only about a month ago, I venture to point out in this connection that the essentials 
of the present scheme, of which the Convention is merely an elaboration, were placed before 
the Commission at its November session, and that we and our respective Governments have 
th~n;fore _had more than three months in which to consider them. To my mind, however, 
this IS ne1ther here nor there. So far as I can recollect, it has never been the practice of 
our Commission to assign committees to study proposals or to refer them back to Governments 
for e~ami~at~on if, in the first gener~ discussion, it. became evident that they were not accept
able m pnnc1ple. I see no reason m the present mstance for deviation from this sound and 
time-saving practice. For our present purposes, it would seem sufficient to point out that 
the proposals are ~ot only. a radic_al departure fro'? t~e work ~e have been engaged on so 
far, but are totally Irreconcilable With the Draft wh1ch IS the bas1s of our discussion. We are 
engaged upon a study of how to effect a limitation and reduction of armaments by agreement. 
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We are now asked to scrap Uris work, which is the result of several years of negotiation, and 
to accept in its place the total and immediate abolition of armaments. I will confess that the 
American delegation is unable to see how the two can possibly be reconciled and discussed 
simultaneously. The question before us is whether we shall continue with the task entrusted 
to us according to the method approved by our various Governments, or whether we shall 
suddenly scrap what has been done and embark upon an entirely different enterprise on the 
basis of proposals of a type which has frequently been considered in the past o~<tnd invariably 
rejected as unworkable. Incidentally, if it is felt that some of the points suggested in this 
draft Convention would be of assistance in the preparation of our final draft, certainly it is 
to be expected that the representative of any country will in the second reading introduce such 
amendments to the clauses as they now stand as they may see fit. However, it would certainly 
seem a cumbersome and unprecedented procedure to give further exhaustive study to the whole 
of .an elaborate scheme presented by a single delegation in order to get the possible benefits 
of certain clauses therein. For the reasons I have stated, the American delegation would 
not feel justified in asking for a delay in order that these proposals might be given further 
detailed study. . · 

So far as we are concerned, I think we have only one problem, and that is to find and to 
follow the path best·calculated to lead us expeditiously to the conclusion of our labours. We 
are convinced that that path is to be found in the continuation of our previous endeavours, 
and that we are not justified in abandoning or unduly delaying our efforts in order to embark on 
another task which we honestly believe cannot facilitate the reduction and limitation of 
armaments. 

M. SoKAL (Poland). - After the very interesting speeches which have thrown such light 
on the subject under discussion, it may perhaps appear superfluous for me to embark upon 
any exhaustive discussion. I should be sorry, however, if, as the representative of Poland
which is a neighbour of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics and is on good and friendly 
terms-my silence should be intrepreted as a sign of indifference towards a question of the 
liighest importance. I propose to confine myself to a few observations of a general character. 

Disarmament, which is our common aim, is one of the essential conditions for the mainten
ance of peace. But disarmament in itself is not the whole object of the League of Nations, 
which has a more general purpose-the maintenance of universal peace. The maintenance 
of peace requires the limitation of armaments, but, at the same time, if it is to be in harmony 
with the spirit of the Covenant, involv~s the establishment of such conditions as will ensure 
international security. The three terms Arbitration, Security and Disarmament are indissolubly 
bound up with one another in the minds oi all Members of the League of Nations. This is 
one of the most positive results already accomplished by the League; it is one of those fixed 
points of which we must never lose sight and it is only by working in this spirit that the different 
organs of the League have been able to achieve the remarkable results which it would be unfair 
not to estimate at their full value. · 

M. Litvinoff himself does not deny the need for security, but he considers that complete 
and immediate disarmament const~tutes in itself a sufficient guarantee of security. 

When all our armies have been disbanded, when the ammunition depots have been destroyed, 
when the archives of the recruiting officers have been burned and the great fleets have 
been sent to the bottom of the sea, the Soviet delegation considers that peace will be guaranteed 
once and for all-for is it conceivable that· the nations, fired by bellicose frenzy, would fall 
ul'on one another armed with kitchen knives or sporting guns, using light craft or pleasure 

• boats to transport their troops? No doubt, viewed in this light, the Soviet delegation's 
idea may appear at first sight very attractive. Upon reflection, however, I do not think that 
it can be regarded as a correct view of the matter. If, by evil chance, war should break out, 
the peoples, especially those whose technical industries are highly developed, would have no 
difficulty, within a very short space of time, in replacing those inoffensive-! might say those 
domestic-weapons mentioned by M. Litvinoff and substituting for them the most highly 
perfected engines of modem warfare. Penknives, sticks and other weapons of this sort would 
soon be replaced by long-range guns, machine-guns and asphyxiating gases. 

Disarmament, then, desirable as it may be, cannot take the place of a system of security 
based upon the principles which underlie the pacific settlement of all disputes in conjunction 
with obligations in regard to non-aggression and mutual assistance, as the representative 
for Sweden has just made so abundantly clear. 

As regards the technical aspect of the matter, I would venture to point out that the 
Preparatory Commission has carried out exhaustive studies, that it had the assistance of 
the most able military and economic experts and that, after consulting them, it framed a 
preliminary draft Convention. Would it be expedient, gentlemen, to abandon the results of 
our past work and adopt as an exclusive basis for discussion a scheme of an entirely novel 
description which does not appear to take into account the work already accomplished. 

· 'Naturally, we do not claim that our work is perfect and the Commission doubtless does 
not intend to ignore what may be practicable and capable of realisation in the Soviet scheme. 
This might.form the subject <?four fu~ure.deliberations after the Soviet Draft has been sub
mitted to careful and exhaustive exammabon. • 
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Personally, I am inclined to take from the Sovie~ proposition whatever can_ be 
amalgamated with the results of our past work, always pw':Ided~ of c?urse, that we c?nbnue 
on the lines which we have adopted hitherto and keep m mmd simultaneously with the 
requirements of disarmament the c~aims of security. . . . 

Our Commission, in its anxiety to succeed in its purpose, has .avoided attackm&" msoluble 
problems, realising that the most ambitious plans are not always the m<?st practical. The 
Soviet delegation has not exhibited the same diffidence and has not hesitated to launch a 
radical and immediate claim for disarmament. In appearance, nothing could be simpler, 
but in actual fact, what could be more difficult ? Here we have been working for several 
years surrounded by the most able techi?ic~ advisers. Whatever the difficul_ti~s may be 
with which we are confronted, our determmabon to succeed prevents us from giVIng way to 
discouragement. Has an):'one thought what would b~ the effect on pub~c <?Pin~on of ~ubmit~ing 
so radical a scheme of diSarmament, a scheme so mcapable of realisation m the Immediate 
future ? Perhaps some ingen~ous . .l?eople, perhaps the man in. t_he street, mig:ht be led away 
at first sight by the apparent simplicity of the plan, and, not reahsmgthe almost msurmountable 
difficulties which stand in the way of its immediate realisation, might hold the League of 
Nations responsible for its failure, and the League, we must remember, despite its short-
comings, is still the only guardian of the world's peace. · 

Does anyone wish this? We have the duty of frankness towards public opinion, and this 
duty, in the fulfilment of which we must never be found wanting, prevents us from holding 

·out false hopes. The best way to achieve our object -is not to put forward ~chemes which 
no one can deny are essentially radical in character but to continue with the more modest, 
but at the same time more fruitful, efforts on which we have decided. Above all, gentlemen, 
it is our duty to defend the League, in which our hopes are centred, against the resentment 
of which it could not fail to be the object if, after having aroused such fair hopes, it were to 
prove incapable of realising them completely in the immediate future. · · 

The Commission rose at 12.40 p.m. 

SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Wednesday, March 2rst, rg28, at 4 p.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

11. General Discueelon of the Draft Convention for Immediate, Complete and General 
Disarmament submitted by the Delegation· of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics (Annex 2) (continued).· . 

. M. RoLIN jAEQUEMYNS (Belgium). - When I was ·instructed by my Government to 
take part in your work, I naturally took pains to acquaint myself as fully as possible with the 
voluminous documentation resulting from your labours. . · 

In reading t~ese documents, I was particularly struck by a statement by -Viscount Cecil 
made at tlie meetmg of September 22nd, rg26, durmg your second session. He said : 

" The little Powers cannot disarm the world. That must be done by the Great c 
Powers";-

and he added : 

'.' Though _I do not ~ish to put the ~reat Powers in control of thi~ matter, I am quite 
certam that, ·without their assent, you will not do anything." 

The impression I received from those words was that it ·was tlie first duty of the delegate 
of ~he Belgian Government to listen and keep silent. But I do not think that this passive 
attitude can be m~ntained_ indefinite.ly. After tlie speeches made by the delegates of the 
great Powers, my silence ":tight surpnse you and, in any case, I am sure that unless I were 
to SJ?eak, I_ ~hould not_ be Interpreting public opinion in my country. It see~s to me that 
B~lgian opm10n, ~specially _after learning _through tlie newspapers of the way in which an 
olive-branch, lookmg more hke a cudgel, has been brandished in front of you or as I may say 
oyer. our hea:ds, WOU;ld be exceedingly surprised if the Belgian delegate said 'nothing, sine~ 
his silence nught be mterpreted as approval or acquiescence. . _ · 

I could say a great deal on the principle of total disarmament and on the articles which 
make up the Draft, but you need have no fear; I will not abuse your patience for 1 rna 
de~l~re at the ou~set that I am entire!~ in agreeme_nt not only with the argu~ents of th~ 
B~tish _delegate ~th regard to the meanmg, _t~ndenc1es a~d confusion of this Draft, but also 
w~th h1s conclusi?ns. After carefully exammmg. the ~Ides in the Draft and bearin in 
mmd w~at was s~1d by t~e Netherlands delegate th1s mornmg, I believe, witli Lord Cushen~un, 
that this Draft IS essentially an act of sabotage against our labours our dr ft c ti 

· t th L f N t' d h . • a onven on, agams ~ eague o a Ions an t e work o{ peace which it is our duty to pursue. · 
l 
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I should have been less surprised if I could have believed that we were encountering a 
feeling which I have met often enough, and which may be described as scepticism. A certain 
scepticism still prevails among many well-intentioned persons in our midst, and as we progress 
we ought to be able in our wisdom to overcome this sentiment. In the case in point, however, 
all of you know what feelings have inspired this Draft, and the authors themselves would 
not deny it, for I cannot accuse them of any desire for concealment. The feeling with which 
they are inspired is, as they have said, hatred of our civilisation, hatred of our institutions. 
Therefore, gentlemen, we have before us a Draft framed by its authors under the influence 
of hatred of all that we love and of all that we represent. In the face of this evidence, which 
results from everything that our Soviet colleagues have said and from all the statements 
which we read in their newspapers, I naturally came here with feelings of profound mistrust. 
The Draft before us and the subsequent explanations have done nothing to diminish that 
feeling. · 

The conclusion I draw, therefore, is that at first sight I cannot recommend the Draft or 
wish for anything else but its rejection pure and simple, on the grounds that it is obviously 
dangerous to the work which we are pursuing, and contrary to the object we have in view. 

We may reject the Soviet proposals at once, as the French delegate seemed to have indic
ated, by simply moving the previous question ; another solution would be to declare that 
they are directly contrary to the aims we are pursuing and therefore .reject them in principle 
without raising the previous question at all. · 

Lord Cushendun, however, in stating conclusions which I found exceedingly well argued, 
and which were supported by the delegate for Canada, declared that, in his opinion, there 
might-! might almost say by chance-be certain provisions in the Draft which we have not 
yet had time to appreciate and which it might be well to retain. 

That being so, I think that there is no objection to our referring the Draft to our Govern
ments, which, after studying it, would furnish us with the necessary instructions with a view 
t.o a further session. · 

In this connection, I would point out to the Commission, and especially to the Bureau, 
that it might perhaps be well if Governments would give to those of their delegates who have 
not yet received them-and I think this applies to some-all the necessary instructions and 
information before the second reading. 

I would like to go a little further still. In order not to waste too much time doing little 
or nothing, I would ask whether, pending final resolutions, it would not be possible to adopt 
certain provisional resolutions as soon as possible. I recommend this aspect of the question 
to our President and to the Bureau. 

Major WHITMARSH (Cuba). - The draft Convention submitted by the delegation of 
the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics reached me in its present form only a few days ago, 
so that my Government has not had time to study it and send me its instructions. I will 
therefore ask the honourable delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics to be so 
kind as to postpone for two months his request that this problem should be decided in one 
sense or the other on the spot. 

I also suggest that the Soviet proposals should be studied and discussed in all their details 
and in all their aspects, for the following reasons : 

This draft Convention gives us the point of view of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics 
and-naturally enough-approaches the question from the standpoint of the great Powers. 
I think, however, that there are other aspects to the question and other special considera-

• nons with which it is important to be made acquainted. · 

In my country, for example, the inhabitants of which are mainly agricultural and industrial, 
· and where -there are no frontier problems--Cuba's neighbours laying no claims to any 
part of our territory on historical, geographical or ethnical grounds-we have no need of a 
large army; accordingly, our military forces are reduced to the lowest possible figure. However, 
we have a rural guard to maintain order in country districts and it is part of our army. If 
we were to adopt the Soviet scheme in its entirety, we should be compelled to disband this 
force and substitute for it a non-military police force. This is a very delicate question, which 
might react unfavourably upon the situation in our sugar plantations, for a very small number 
of evilly-disposed persons could ruin them by setting fire to them during the dry season. 

I will mention a second case peculiar to my country. During the second half of last 
century, the Cuban people, both peasants and landowners, fought for its independence. The 
most effective and the most deadly weapon employed was the m11.chete, an implement used by 
the workers and peasants in agriculture. · That weapon was our principal and almost our 
only arm in our Wars of Independence. It enabled us to hold in check the largest army 
which crossed the Atlantic before the great war. Even to-day, in a slightly modified form, 
it is part of the military armament of our cavalry and rural guard. 

I think that these few observations show how important it is to study the Soviet proposals 
most carefully. I have made these remarks because I am sincerely anxious for effective peace 
at home and abroad-a peace which will allow the productive forces of a country to develop, 
and which will ensure to men of goodwill that prosperity which they are entitled to enjoy as 
the fruit of their labours. • 
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M. MoRFOFF (Bulgaria). - Mr. President and gen!lemen,-It is. not my ~nt_ention .to 
support the disarmament scheme submitted by the delegation of the Umon of. Socialist SoVI~t 
Republics, for I think, like the speakers who addresse~ us yesterday al?d agam to-day, that 1t 
is impossible at present to carry out the ideas upon wh1ch that scheme IS based. . . 

At the same time, as a country which is now completely_ disarmed, Bulgar~a obviOusly 
desires that the other Powers should reduce their armaments m order to establish an equal 
level of security, and the reasons for this I will now set before you. 

In 1925, as the result of a frontier dispute which a~mitte~lly was not provoked by Bulgaria, 
we were painfully surprised to find a part of our temtory mvaded by a whole army. I say 
painfully surprised, because on that occasion houses were burned to the ground an~ people 
were killed.· It is- true-and this I must gratefully acknowledge-that, th.anks to the mterve?
tion of the Council of the League, no graver resul~s ens?ed _and the di.spute was s_ettled m 
the most impartial and equitable manner. But th1s affarr still left us w1th an unsatisfactory 
feeling. We cannot help thinking in ~ulgari.a th3:t, if ~he~e had not been so many armed forces 
arrayed on the other side of the frontier, th1~ pamful mc1den~ could never hav~ occurred, and 
we feel that the inequality of armaments wh1ch at present exists between the different Powers 
exposes certain States to great humiliation, which must be avoided if we are to promote good 
understanding between the peoples. 

We realise that general disarmament ca!lnot be brought. ab?ut outright. 'W_e ~o not 
ask the Commission to provide for measures mcapable of apphcahon.. All we des1re _Is that 
a programme for the reduction of armaments should be drawn up without delay, w1th due 
reference to the political, g~ographica~ and eco_nomic _situat~on of the _di~erent St~tes and th~ir 
internal and external secunty, and w1th the smcere mtention of ach1evmg practical results m 
the cause of peace. · What we really desire is that the dream of perfect equality between the 
peoples should become a Jiving reality, particularly as regards questions connected wi~h the 
security of the States, ·as provided in Article 8 of the Covenant of the League, of wh1ch we 
are Members. 

M. MARimVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Mr. President and 
gentlemen,-After the discussion which has just taken place and which has thrown such 
light on the various problems before us, I will not abuse your patience but will endeavour, 
as briefly as possible, to explain the views of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation and to 
reply to the Russian delegation's invitation to express an opinion on its proposals. 

I should like first to revert to M. Litvinoff's allusion to the States which have not yet 
recognised the Soviet Government, the Serb-Croat-Slovene State being among the number. 
M. Litvinoff declared that such an attitude represented an act of hostility or proof of animosity 
towards the Soviet Government. I feel it my duty to correct this view, so far as my own 
country is concerned. 

It is not necessary for me to dwell on certain facts that are common property or to emphasise 
the feelings of gratitude and unswerving attachment which the Serb-Croat-Slovene peopl 
feel towards the great Russian nation, nor need I recall the precious support and assistance 
which Russia afforded Serbia in her struggle for independence. If the Belgrade Government 
has not yet found it possible to resume regular diplomatic relations with the Soviet Govern
ment, the sole responsibility for this state of affairs rests with the representatives of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics. It is due to their general attitude, the methods which they 
employ in international relations, the new principles which they are endeavouring to introduce 
into international politics and their manifest intention of exercising an influence over social 
order in countries other than their own. These are the reasons which have dictated the attitude 
of the Belgrade Government. 

Having sub~it~ed these preliminarf obs~rvations, I now come ~o the main questio.51 , 
bef~re the Co!J?mlsswn, namely, the consideration of_the draft Convention s!-lbmitted by the 
SoVIet delegation. The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, true to the practice which it has 
always followed of examining with the most scrupulous care any suggestion calculated to ensure 
peace, has duly examined the scheme drawn up by the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics. 
But I feel it my duty to say at once that, to my infinite regret, I have not found in that 
scheme any really practical element calculated to promote the cause of disarmament or of 
peace .. On the ~on~rary, I ~onsider that the !:>asis. adopted by the Prepara.tory Commission, 
the. bas1s on wh1ch 1t has _httherto b_een workmg, IS far superior to the somewhat ingenuous 
bas1s proposed by the Sov1et delegation. The Preparatory Commission views the problem as 
a whole and aims at organising international peace with due reference to all the factors on 
which it depends, whereas the Soviet scheme appears to confine itself to the abolition of the 
purely material elements of warfare. The Soviet scheme takes no account of the fact that 
in i_nternational relations. armal?ents are ~imply a means. of ensuring definite political objects, 
wh1le t~e League of Nations. rums at ach1evmg these objects by pacific means. The League 
has env1:aged ~ the fa~tors m the pr_oble?J and is endeavouring to arrive at the pacific settle
~ent of mterna!1onal disputes ~y arb1tratwn, conciliation and judicial settlement, at the same 
time endeavounn~ ~o promote mtc:rnal and external security for the States. But the Soviet 
scheme, as the Bntish representative _demonstrated yesterday in so masterly a fashion, takes 
absolutely no account of these essential features of the problem. 

. _Accordingly, in. the opinion of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, the Preparatory Com
mission should con~mue to work on· the basis hitherto adopted and should adhere to its usual 
methods _and examme every aspect of the problem of the international .organisation of peace. 
I should be the last to deny that the work so.,far accomplished by Ol.lr Commission is of very 
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modest dimensions. · I might mention indeed that I have often had occasion to insist on the 
need for speeding up our work. But, while recognising the meagre results obtained, I would 
point out that the .responsibility for this state of affairs devolves to some extent on the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics, because the Soviet Government, which is not a Member of the 
League, has done its best to discredit and obstruct the League's work. The League decided, 
very rightly, that it was essential that the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics should be repre
sented on the Preparatory Commission, and we have all hailed the Soviet delegation's arrival 
with the greatest satisfaction, for we hoped-and still hope-that the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics would tend in its external policy to come into line with the principles of the 
Covenant, the principles of collaboration and co-operation between the peoples, and that the 
Soviet Government's collaboration on these lines would produce useful and tangible results. 
If, then, as the British delegate wondered yesterday, the Soviet delegation has come to Geneva 
with a sincere desire to contribute towards the werk of peace on which we are now engaged, 
and if its purpose is to arrive at disarmament by stages, it must at all events take into account 
the various elements which the Preparatory Commission, after exhaustive examination, has 
thought it necessary to employ as a basis for its work. 

In conclusion, I would appeal to the Soviet delegation and urge it, if it does not wish 
its proposals to be rejected outright, to endeavour to adapt itself to the methods employed 
by the League organs and the Preparatory Commission, and to agree to its proposals being 
examined at the second reading in connection with the particular points to which they refer. 

The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation is of opinion that the Preparatory Commission should 
pursue its labours on the lines hitherto adopted, and hold over any examination of the special 
points embodied in the Soviet proposal until the second reading. I think that we shall be 
able to derive a number of practical features from this proposal which will contribute towards 
a solution of the problem of disarmament. 

M. HoLSTI (Finland). - No State could be more devoted to the principles of peace, of 
international justice and of genuine equality between States than the country on whose behalf 
I have the honour to speak. Accordingly we regret most sincerely that, as regards any real 
and tangible limitation and reduction of armaments, there should have been no improvement 
in the situation since the last session of our Commission. But these very consid.erations impel 
me to declare that there could be no object in discussing the radical suppression of armaments 
or the absolute prohibition of armed forces; we must, on the contrary, take as our basis effective 
limitation and reduction, provided, of course, that we mean to obtain substantial and tangible 
results. By all means let delegates submit to us any proposal, no matter how radical, as 
regards measures relating to disarmament. But let us not forget either the conditions established 
under the provisions of the Covenant by which the majority of the States represented here 
are bound, or, on the other hand, certain necessities which are inseparable from any organised 
community. No one, gentlemen, can guarantee that, even in a relatively perfect international 
community, the danger of contravention or rupture will be excluded m advance. Nor can 
anyone guarantee that the exclusion of a Member guilty of violating the Covenant, or the pacific 
blockade of that Member, would always prove a sufficient means of constraint or a means 
of imposing respect for the undertakings incumbent upon every Member of the community, 
whether it be a small State or a great Power. Besides, even as regards non-military measures 
of .coercion, it will not always be possible to take joint action against the guilty State without 
having recourse to armed force of some sort, no matter how limited in extent and application. 

It is from this point of view, in our opinion, that we have to consider whether and to what 
• t!'xtent the existence and employment of an armed force or, if you prefer it, of an executive 

police force, is admissible in a League of Nat ions which has become universal or practically 
universal. When we have arrived at this stage of development, we shall have to consider 
seriously and without prejudice the possibility of consolidating and centralising the forces 
required to protect the activities of the whole community ; then we can discuss the possibility 
of placing these socially authorised forces at the disposal of the organs of the international 
community. Now, the League of. Nations in its present form-and my country is the first 
to recognise the need for it-is still defective in more than one respect. Such being the case, 
would it not be expedient first to consider the bases and conditions appropriate to a more 
perfect organisation before we raise the question as to whether every description of armed 
force shall be abolished-at all events on paper ? ~ought we not to examine exhaustively all 
possible forms of international solidarity and collaboration, the procedure to be followed in 
establishing new rules of law, the compulsory settlement of international disputes by pacific 
means, the execution of judgments and the possibility of joint action against a recalcitrant 
Member ? Should we not come to some agreement in regard to these essential points before 
considering the categorical prohibition of all armed forces ? 

When we come to examine these great problems in the light of future universality, we 
shall find ourselves faced with the serious question of centralising the necessary executive 
forces and placing them ~t the.' disposal of the orga!ls of th~ community of nati~n~. Then 
disarmament will present Itself m a new aspect. It IS most Important not to preCipttate the 
course of future developments; we must confine ourselves to what is really practicable. Accord
ingly, in our view, the only possible method is to pursue in perfect sincerity the efforts already 
begun with a view to the gradual but effective •eduction of armaments. . 
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M. PoLITIS (Greece). - Mr. Prc;sident an?- gentlem.en,-:-I am not intervening ~n this 
discussion with any idea· of undertakmg a detalied e~am~nation of the draft Convention for 
Immediate, Complete and General Disarmament ":h1ch IS !low ~efore us .. Wh~t has been 
said already by the great majority of the SJ?eakers 1s so entir~ly m conf?rm1ty Wlth my ow;'l 
views that there is nothing for me to add ; mdeed, I should nsk weakemng the force of the1r 
argiiments. · · · 

My only intention is to ta.ke up one point which was raised yest.erda:y:, a point whi~h is 
of special importance and which I think deserves your further attention, smce ~ r~gard 1t as 
being decisive in this discussion. Several speak~rs ha'.'e ask.ed whether t~e ~as1c 1dea of ~he 
Draft-that is to say, the idea of complete and 1mme~h~te d1sarmament-1s m h~rmony ~th 
the principles of the League of Nations •. or w~ether 1t .1s not •. on the contrary, mcompahble 
with the provisions of the Covenant alld, m Farhcular,, w1th Article 8. 

This is a question that I desire to examin.e. ":ith all the objectivity that it deserves, and 
much more as a technical expert than as a pohhcian. . 

M. Sato, the Japanese represe~tative, has already con~idered one aspect of this problem 
yesterday. I now desire to examme another aspecL wh1ch seems to me of even greater 
importance. 

You are all aware that, by Article 8, the Members of the League of Nations undertake, 
as a guarantee of peace, to effect a certain. reducti?n in their ar~aments. T~is undert~king 
is limited in two ways : in the first place, m effectmg the reduct~ons •. regard. IS to ?e. pa1d to 
national security. The States Members of the League are authonsed ~o retam a mm}mum of 
armed forces sufficient to preserve order and safeguard that domestic peace of wh1ch Lord 
Cushendun spoke so eloquently yesterday, and to provide for national defence against aggression 
from without, from which the international organisation could not effectively protect 
them. The other limitation consists in the fact that the States Members are to be responsible 
for the enforcement of international obligations by common action. The States Members 
of the League .are therefore bound to retain a minimum armament sufficient to ensure the 
success of any common action which the League might unde&take. . 

Having pointed this out, I need only compare this essential basis of the League of Nations 
with the fundamental idea of· the Soviet Draft to be certain that you will be convinced, like 
myself, that that idea is diametrically opposed to the twofold rule laid down in Article 8. 
The conclusion to which this leads is that our. Preparatory Commission, set up for a specific . 
purpose on the basis of Article 8, is not competent to examine this Draft unless its terms of 
reference are enlarged;· and, as I shall show in a moment, no· such enlargement is possible 
without not merely an amendment to Article 8 of the Covenant but an entire recasting of the 
general structure of the League. 

What would happen· if, in a moment of enthusiasm, the States decide to accept the 
Soviet Draft, or if the national forces which the Members of the League now possess were 
abolished ? The result would be that the application _of the system of sanctions provided 
for in Article 16 of the Covenant, which is one of the essential foundations of the League 
organisation, would thus be rendered impossible. 

It is useless for anybody to say that,if the Commission wants its terms of reference enlarged, 
it has only to wait for the next Assembly and ask for what it wants. It is useless to say that 
a demonstration of goodwill on the part of the Members. of the .League would suffice to bring 
about an amendment of Article 8 of the Coyenant. That is not a mere question of form ; 
it is an essential question, because it would not be sufficient to amend Article 8, but the entire 
system of the League would have to be changed, and the system of sanctions provided for in 
Article 16 would have to be replaced by. some other method which would enable the League 
to render the services that its Members are entitled to expect. 

At what point would this change take place ? At the very moment when the abolitio; 
of national forces made it even more imperative for the League to provide that collective 
protection which its Members expect. . 
. That. is w~y this idea of complete and general disarmament i~ profoundly and essentially 
mcompa~1ble Wlth. the present system ?f t~e C?venant. 1!1 any organisation, however rudimentary 
-ev~n 1f the ex1stence of an orgamsatwn 1~ not admitted-the need for sanctiqns is so plain 
that It h_as been felt by the a~thors of the SoVIet praft themselves.. ~n Article 6o they have·had 
to proVIde for the eventuality of the contractmg States comm1ttmg some direct breach-! 
suppose that was intented to mean ".grave breach "-of the Convention· and they have 
realised. the absolute necessity of providin.g again~t any such ~reach. Stoppi~g half-way along 
the !og~cal .path, howe':'er, rather followmg their own species of logic, since the Draft is to 
abolish natw~al f?rc.es, Its auth.ors state t~at non-military measures will suffice. In paragraph 
2. of t?at article It IS. formally stated : Th~. steps taken to exercise pressure [upon a State 
V!olatmg the Convention] must not be of a military character". 

When I t_u.rn to the conclusion of the memorandum accompanying the Soviet Draft, 
to see why military measures are thus excluded, I read, with astonishment the following 
passage: · ' · 

" The Draft Convention does not allow of any military pressure being brought to 
bear. on anyb?dY because such measures. are apt to give rise to serious international 
conflicts, and ~t IS hoped that most countnes are so genuinely anxious to effect complete 
and .general .disarmament. th~t ot~er means will always be found to compel any country 
seekmg to vwlate the obligatiOns It has ~sumed to discharge them faithfully." 

• 
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You will see, gentlemen, that the greatest optimism, the most profound faith in the 
~fficac~ of ~uch a proce?ure, does not go_ beyond t~e stage of hoping. Now, I would ask you 
m all smcenty whether m such a matter, m a question of such vital importance to all countries, 
~ope, and hope alone, is a firm enou~h foundation for such a radical reform. Undoubtedly 
1t 1s not. If the authors of the SoVIet Draft had been more logical, not with a desire to do 
something startling, but more logical in dealing with the inherent necessities of a difficult 
problem, they would have gone further than what they have actually proposed, and, realising 
that they were ruining and undermining the present organisation of the League, they would 
have found themselves forced to consider what other organisation they could put in its place. 
That other organisation, to be suited to the system they propose, would have had to be based 
on this profound and eternally true idea of Pascal's: "That justice and force when separated 
are ineffectual and that they must be united in order that the just may be strong and that the 
strong may be just." In other words, in an association whose members are disarmed and 
deprived of all individual means of protection, they would have had to provide as a basis in 
the hands of the community instruments of justice more powerful than those we have at present 
-that is to say, compulsory arbitration, compulsory jurisdiction, in all cases, and sanctions 
much more imperative, much more automatic, much more effectual than those provided in 
Article I6-sanctions which would be exercised by international forces taking the place of 
the abolished forces of individual States. As long as the Soviet Government is not prepared 
to accept this scheme, and even if it does accept it, as long as all other countries are not 
prepared to accept it also, the Soviet Government will have to be content, as we are, with the 
programme laid down for us by Article 8 of the Covenant. 

This programme is not the last stage on the road to the ideal towards which, long before 
this Draft was submitted to us, we began to advance in the hope of one day securing for humanity 
a true peace, which is a disarmed peace. Nevertheless, it is a first stage. It is the only 
programme at present practicable. Once it has been put wholly into effect, we shall then 
have to see whether we cannot climb another rung on the ladder to the ideal, but I repeat, 
and I cannot repeat it too often, that when the reduction of armaments provided for in this 
text has been genuinely and honestly effected by all countries, we shall be able to go no further 
unless we strengthen the international organisation both from the point of view of justice and 
from that of the sanctions by which it must be accompanied. 

When will that time come ? I think we should be deceiving the public and creating 
highly dangerous illusions if we ventured to suggest even an approximate date. We cannot 
have any date in mind, because the realisation of the programme laid down in Article 8, modest 
as it may seem to the impatient, involves the fulfilment of a whole series of conditions. It 
involves the extension ·of peaceful procedures, the strengthening of the moral and material 
guarantees of security, the development of good understanding and mutual confidence between 

·peoples; it involves also economic stabilisation ; it involves further the settlement of those 
grave problems to which my distinguished friend General de Maril'lis alluded yesterday
problems which seem for the present insoluble owing to the imperfections and deficiencies of 
international law. Yet again-and this is not the end of the list--there is another condition 
to be fulfilled: it is essential that within each country there should be brought about that 
pacification of opinion,. that domestic peace, that cessation of systematic class warfare to 
which Lord Cushendun referred yesterday. Only when all these conditions are fulfilled can 
the programme of Article 8 be completely and effectively realised. 

What we can say, however, and what we must say in the meantime, is that, although 
it is not for the moment humanly possible to foresee when these conditions will be fulfilled, 
the work that we have been engaged upon here for so many years is incontestably bringing that 
time nearer; for-and I say this with profound conviction to M. Litvinoff-it is taking a very 
,ncorrect and supremely unfair view of the situation to say and assert, as he has done, th~t. 
notwithstanding its immense volume, our work has not yet produced any useful results m 
-connection with the preparation of disarmament, or rather of the reduction of armaments. 

Gentlemen, there is no difficult problem, whether political or scientific, that does not 
call for protracted preliminary work and patient and detailed investigation. In th<: w<!rld 
of science that is a well-known fact : anybody could quote countless examples of SCientists 
carrying on the work of previous generations, growing paler y~ar by year in their narrow 
laboratories, bending over their instruments of chemical analysts to tear some secret from 
nature and compound a remedy which will relieve mankind of one of the ills that torment it. 
Nobody to my knowledge has ever dared to lau&h at these s?e~tists ~~cause they have not 
yet obtained the expected results. Why shoul~ 1t ~e otherwtse m pohttcal proble~s ?. ~re 
they any simpler or any .less complex than SClenbfic problems ? . Wh? d~re mamtam 1t ? 
I am sure M. Litvinoff, who realises the fact from the advances made m sctenttfic knowledge by 
his country, would be the last to venture upon such an assertion. · 

The ignorant crowds that gather around the tents at a fair can easily believe in t~e efficacy 
of elixirs and magical remedies. But intelli.gent and exp~en~d people know that 1f they ~re 
suffering from a chronic disease-and there IS no more pamful disease ~han war, :tnd no heavter 
burden than that of armaments-it can only be cured by long, systematic and patient treatment. 

It is a treatment of this very sort that we are seeking to e!aborate her~ with all the g<!od 
will and faith which we can command, and we are endeavounng progresstvely, 8;5 Wt; arnve 
at results, to apply them by all the means WNch the League of Nations has at Its disposal. , 
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This programme cann~t ~e regarded as fu~ile or as us~le~s when we have _reached the 
conclusion-which every thmkmg !Oan must_amve at~that 1t 1s the path by wh1ch we must 
progress in order to attain the loftiest summ1ts of our 1deal. 

Now, gentlemen, for the reasons which I have ~ust pointed out, owing ~o th~ fl!ndamental 
opposition between the governing idea of the Sov1et scheme 8:nd the bas1~ pnn~1ples of the 
League of Nations, this scheme cannot be accepted as a bas1s for our d1scuss1ons-for we 
should be neither wise nor true to ourselves if at the very moment when, after so many labours, 
we are making a trial of a method and appiying the treatment to ":hich I r~ferred j~st n?w, 
we were to proclaim the abandonmei_It of this_system and t~ da?h.off m_pursmt of a ch1mencal 
solution which we know beforehand 1s unattamable and wh1ch 1s m the same category as those 
magical elixirs to which I referred just now .. Nev~rthel~s, although this sche~e can1_1ot, 
as I said, be adopted as such as a bas1s for our d1scusslo~s, 1t does not appear to me 1mposs1ble 
that certain of its provisions may furnish useful matenal for amendments to our own draft 
Convention when we proceed to its second reading. · 

It is for that reason that I entirely concur with the proposal which Lord Cushendun 
made yesterday to request the _Governments of all count.ries to submit the ~ussian _sch~me 
to a detailed and careful analys1s. Any Governments wh1ch, as a result of th1s exammahon, 
may discover any useful material for amendments will no ~oubt avail themselves of it and 
will assist us to do likewise when we come to the second readmg of our own Draft. 

I would, however, urge that, in order that this examination may be thoroughly carried 
out, we should allow the Governments ample time for the purpose. I venture to hope, never
theless, that this examination may be completed before the next Assembly, because the Third 
Committee of the Assembly will be called on, .as is usual, to review in detail the progress made 
by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, and after this examination 
it will very probably have to give us further instructions for the future· course of our work. It 
is therefore very desirable that, when this Committee meets, it should have before it either the 
replies of the Governments, or at any rate the representatives of those' Governments equipped 
with precise instructions, as a. result of the studies carried out in the interval. 

In the same connection, since I am discussing our future procedure, I venture to urge-and 
I hope the Commission will share my view-that it will be expedient, I would even say prudent, . 
not to fix an exact date at this moment for the next session of our Commission or for the second 
reading of our draft Convention. I think that we should leave our President to judge, having 
regard to the circumstances and acting in consultation, if he thinks fit, with the Chairman of 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security, what will be the most fitting date on which to 
convene this Commission for another session. 

I hope that the Commission will accept this procedure unanimously, since it appears to 
me-even if it is not pleasing to some of my honourable colleagues-to be appropriate to the 
facts of the situation and to the sincere desire which we all haye-and I beg my colleagues to 
believe that in any case it is my sincere desire-to bring our work to a successful conclusion. 

Gentlemen, if we adopt the procedure which I have outlined and if, when the time comes, 
we enter on a discussion of our draft Convention at the second reading, having before us the 
conclusions reached by the Governments as a result of their detailed study of the Russian 
s~heme, ~ venture to think that the. S?viet delegat!on will be ~ble to give us, and ought to 
giVe us, 1ts fullest support, thus ass1stmg us to arnve at practical results. We welcomed it 
when it arrived here with the same satisfaction as the United States and the Turkish delegations. 
We did so because one of th~ governin!l' rules of our programme, a rule ~hich appears at the 
head of the famous Resolution XIV, 1s that no scheme for the reductwn of armaments in 
the sense of Article 8 can obtain complete fruition unless it is general. If the assistanct 
of all the States Members of the League is necessary, the support of States which are not 
Members is no less essential if we are to attain to the realisation of the programme laid down 
in Article 8. 

The Soviet delegation should, I think, be all the more willing to afford us its full and 
co~plete suppo:t because .that will be, I ~ill not say its best,. but _its only way of hastening the 
amval of the hme when 1ts scheme, whtch now appears chtmencal, may become practicable 
If t~e. Soviet delegation will assist us to complete our present labours, we shall be able, a~ 
I satd JUst now, to pursue our upward path towards the ideal state of affairs. It can give us 
most valuable aid if it will co-operate with us. 

In co_nclusion, t;tay I be permi~ted, ~ith the sat;te sincerity which has inspired all that 
I ha:ve said, to outhne the manner m which I conceive of this co-operation. It may assume 
mamfold form~ and !~lay be aff~r_ded to_ us h~re as we~ as elsewhere. It may be afforded to 
~s here by stimulatmg the legthmate Impatience which desires to see Article 8 producing 
Its first. effects as early as possible, and also even more effectively, by a decision on the part 
?f Russia to co-operate more completely, more wholly, with our efforts for peace by becoming 
Itself a Member of the League of Nations. · 

. This co-operation may also ?e apparen~ elsewhere if the Soviet Government will give those 
sm~ere and frank assurances-without havmg recourse to vain fictions of social pacification
~ht~h Lord Cush~ndun .so e<l:rnestly appea!ed for yesterday; it ·can do so more specially if 
tt wtl~ conclude ~tth_ alltts _neighbours treatie.s or pacts of non-aggression and arbitration, thus 
effectively contnbutmg to mcrease the practictl and tangible guarantees of security. 

A • 
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12. _Communication by General de Marlnis with regard to tho Protocol concerning Chemical 
and Bacteriological Warfare. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I have asked leave to make a short statement. The 
day before ye~terday, M. Litvinoff, in referring to the Protocol concerning chemical warfare, 
stated that this Protocol had only been ratified by three countries. I am not finding fault with 
what was said by M. Litvinoff, because I think it is very natural that he should be unaware of 
facts which have taken place very recently, but I desire to inform him that one more country
my own-has now ratified the Protocol concerning chemical warfare. I have just received 
the news that the instruments of ratification were deposited a few days ago at Paris. 

The meeting adjourned at 6.15 p.m. 

SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Thursday, Mal"ch 22nd, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

13. General Discussion of the Draft Convention for Immediate, Complete and General 
Disarmament submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republloe 
(Annex 2) (continued). 

M. PEREZ (Argentine). - Mr. President, Gentlcmen-I desire to associate myself with 
all my colleagues-and their number is legion-who have risen to oppose the scheme submitted 
by the Soviet delegation. 

The Argentine delegation regards international disarmament as a political process the 
evolution of which is slow and comparable to that of those chronic diseases which progress 
slowly but surely towards recovery ; it is a problem which is essentially comrlcx, and not 
so much technical as moral in character, being based upon those sentiments o international 
security which ensure respect for treaties and the protection of the weak and exclude any 

··claim to military intervention which might encroach upon the dignity or sovereignty of the 
nations. Technical and moral disarmament with the benefits they confer must pursue a 
parallel course and the first must never be allowed to proceed more quickly than the second. 
The trilogy of arbitration, security and disarmament remains unshaken. It means that 
the mind must be disarmed before the hand which holds the weapon, and the weapon itself 
becomes a danger only when the mind which directs it is already dangerous; The Argentine 
delegation considers that to abolish war it is essential to bear in mind human realities and the 
geographical, economic, demographical, financial, social and cultural situation of the different 
countries, together with their very different political problems, the roots of which, particularly 
in the case of European nations, have struck so deeply into the soil of history. Mankind 
cannot be levelled like a high road. If we are to act effectively in the sphere of/acifism it is 
better to increase the peace potential by multiplying treaties of arbitration an conciliation 
rather than to reduce the war potential by acceding to conventions which are ideal and hence 
incapable of realisation, like the one just submitted by the Soviet delegation. Any attempt 
to alter the sequence of these three factors-arbitration, security and disarmament-would 
~e to condemn ourselves of set purpose to failure and impotence ; it would be to deny the world 
the benefits of lasting peace. 

The Washington and Locarno Agreements and the masterly report of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security have given a tremendous impetus to international peace and justify 
our optimistic outlook. This great fact we should accept loyally and in all sincerity. With 
this report in our hands, the Governments must act without delay, each within the measure 
of its powers, but all with the same desire to satisfy world opinion, which is so firmly attached 
to the cause of international peace. 

The Argentine Republic will never refuse to accede to any scheme for disarmament that 
. takes into account these fundamental premises which I have just put before you. 

M. VALDES-MENDEVILLE (Chile). - Mr. President-It is not my intention to prolong 
tlrls discussion by making detailed observations on the Draft before us. I desire, in the first 
place, to support the objective part of the important statement made by Lord Cushendun, the 
representative of the British Empire, and I also agree with what was said by the Japanese 
delegate and by M. Politis yesterday, more particularly with reference to the obligations 
assumed by all the Members of the League under the Covenant, obligations which are incom
patible both with the principle and with the details of the scheme submitted by the delegation 
of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics. 

In the second place, Chile cannot deviate from the principles which she has ~lways advo
cated to the effect that limitation of armaments, must at least progress par~ passu with 
security. As you already know, and as I h~ve more ~ha~ once had occasion t~ state, security, 
in our view has to be considered, for certam countnes hke our own, under different aspects, 
and the chi~f solution must be by means of a S)05tem of treaties of arbitration and conciliation . 
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As M. Rutgers very rightly pointed out, there is no provision w_hatsoever in the Soviet scheme 
for such a system. I agree with M. Rutgers that the scheme ttsel~ cannot be re~arded as an 
organic whole. Far from it. Further, it disregards one ~ost Important pomt, namely, 
that human beings are just as important a factorin warfare as nfles and guns. • 

I have no objection to the Soviet scheme being included ill our documentation as p~rt 
of the material bearing upon the question in gener~l, so long as we adhere to the ~ourse which 
we have hitherto followed and take as our basts the Covenant and the specific mandate 
conferred on us by the Assembly and the Council. 

M. LITVIN OFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). -I should like to begin by ~xprC;Ssing 
my gratitude to those delegates who have respond~d to my appea_l and ~xpres_sed thetr at.htude 
to the proposals presented by the Soviet deleg~tton. .I not~ wtth sahsfachon that thts was 
done by nineteen of the delegates present .. ?pectal gr_ahtu~e ts due fro~ me to the hono?ra~le 
representative of the British Empire for giv.mg the dtsc~sston such. a wt~e scope and bnngmg 
forward a series of questions of the· first Importance m connectiOn -:vrth our :proposals. I 
welcome the frankness with which he spoke and shall endeavour, while observmg the same 
courtesy and respect, to reply with equal frankness. 

The honourable representative o~ the British E_mpire, howeyer, introdu~ed into the. debate 
certain questions which I myself mrg~t have hes~tated to .b~r~g. up,_ fea.nng they might be 
regarded as irrelevant to the matter m hand. Smce the mihahve ts his, however, I trust 

·he will not take it ill if I express the point of view of the Soviet delegation and my Government 
with regard to these questions. Lord Cushendun was not content to investigate the draft · 
Convention and our elucidation of it, but went out of his way to look for ulterior motives 
inspiring the Soviet Government to appear with dramatic suddenness before this Commission · 
and present drastic proposals for disarmament. He also questioned the spirit in. which the · 
delegation came here, and why the Soviet Government has up till now taken no interest in 
or, as he preferred to put it, sabotaged the matter of disarmament. I will not ask the honour
able delegate for the British Empire by what right he puts such questions to me, whether he 
recognises my own right to cross-examine him as to· the sincerity of his Government, whether 
the British Government has sent its delegation here from sheer love of peace or for any other 
motives, what it has so far done for the cause of disarmament, and whether he would stigmatise 
as sabotage the fact that his and other Governments have so far done nothing to solve a series 
of questions and dissensions arising in the sphere of the Commission, thus making it impossible 
for it to proceed to a second reading of its own draft Convention and get on with its labours on 
the lines already laid down by the Commission itself. Such questions on my part would be 
perfectly in order by way .of reciprocity, in view of the equal rights of the delegations repre
sented here. I prefer, however, instead of indulging in idle questions, to satisfy his curiosity 
in reply to his questions. · 

The Soviet Government has interested itself in the problem of the establishment of peace 
and the banishment from national life of that scourge of human society, war, ever since it 
came into power. It was the first Government among the belligerent States to· bring to 
an end the participation of its citizens in· the great massacre, appealing to the other belligerent 
States to follow its example. When the Soviet State underwent a fresh attack from the then 
Allies, of which Great Britain was one, while continually making proposals for peace, it respon
ded immediately to the invitation to go to the Prinkipo Islands to conclude a truce, being 
ready to make vast sacrifices for the sake of bringing to an end the fresh bloodshed imposed 
upon it. Quite independently of the League of Nations, ori its own initiative, the Soviet 
Government suggested, as long ago as 1922, at the first International Conference at Genoa 
in which it participated, that the first question discussed be that of general disarmament: 
Other States unfortunately considered it more important to spend time over the discussioll. 
of the question of restoring the private property of certain foreign firms suffering from the 
Russian Revolution. I do not intend to enumerate the other steps t<1-ken by the Soviet . 
Government in regard to disarmament, as I have already mentioned them in this Commission 
at the November session .. During the more than ten years of its existence, the Soviet Govern
ment has never attacked any of its neighbours, has declared no war upon anybody and has 
taken no part in the warlike adventures of other states. On the first invitation of the League 
of Nations, it agreed to take part in the labours of the latter with regard to disarmament 
d;s~ite it? well-known attitude to the Leagu~ itsel~. Had it been a. Member of the League of 
Na~10ns, ~t would have been bound to do this by Its .own undertakmgs,.whether it sincerely 
desrred diSarmament or not. The fact that the Soviet Government, having no obligations 
whatsoever towards the League, voluntarily co-operates with you in this. Commission seems 
to me additional testimony to its sincerity and good faith. As I already pointed out at the 
November session, the responsibility for the non-participation of the Soviet Government in 
the first three sessions must be entirely laid at the door of the League of Nations. Arriving here 
the Soviet delegation made up its mind to take the most active part in the labours of th~ 
~ommission, showing initia~ive wherever it co~sider~~ the initiative of others to be lacking or 
n~adequate, and endeavourmg, to the best of Its ability, to speed up and stimulate work on 
d1~armament and for the cause of general peace. The Soviet Government, in sending a deleg
ation to the Preparatory Disarmament Commission, was inspired by no other motives than 
the desire to contribute to the freeing of the peoples from the heavy burden of militarism and 
the curse of war. In any case, the record of the Soviet Government in the sphree of peace is 
o~e qualifying it more than any other Government to come forward with proposals for 
diSarmament. 
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Ha~~ volunt~y submitted to the cross-examination of the honourable representativ;· 
of the.Bnbsh Emprre, I am ready to reply also to his question as to whether our attitude to 
the Lea~~ of.Na~ons or •. ash~ prefers to put ~t. our sabotage of the League of Nations justifies 
our participation m the discuss10n of the questions before us here. Now, the Soviet Government 
~as. never .attem~te~ to. conceal its attitu~e to .the Lea~~ of Nations, even mentioning this 
m its replies to mVltations to take part m this Comrmss10n. The Soviet Government has 
frequently and publicly given the reasons for such an attitude to the League of Nations 
pointing out all that it considers inequitable, inacceptable and reprehensible in th~ 
Covenant of the League of Nations, the Assemblies and the various decisions of the Council 
of the ~eague wit~ regard to internatio~al questions. I hardly think the prestige of the League 
of N'!-bons, of which .Lord Cushendun iS s~ careful, would be added to were I to recapitulate 
all this here. Suffice it to say that the Soviet Government sees no obtacle to its own participa
tion in this Commission and the coming Disarmament Conference in the fact that the Commis
sion is assisted by the League of Nations. This does not, of course, imply that the Soviet 
Government has undertaken to submit to any instructions and rulings emanating from the 
League or the Council of the League. It will only consider itself bound by acts drawn up 
by the Commission and the Convention which it may sign together with other Governments. 
As, however, Lord Cushendun can scarcely fail to be aware, ours is not the only delegation 
from a Government not belonging to the League of Nations. An excellent illu~trntion of the 
attitude of such delegations to the jurisdiction of the League is afforded by the declaration 
made to the third session of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission by the honourable 
representative of the Government of the United States at present among us, to the following 
effect: 

"The fact that my Government is not a Member [of the League) imposes certain 
very definite limits as to the undertakings which it is in a position to give in connection 
with a Convention of this sort " ; 

And further : 

"Any Convention, in order to be acceptable to my Government, must take full 
account of the fact that it cannot accept .the jurisdiction of the League of Nations. " 

I am unable to understand the exact purpose of Lord Cushendun's question about our 
sabotage of the League of Nations, for this question does not seem to imply that the Govern
ment of Great Britain would really like to see the Union of Socialist Soviet }{epublics a Member 
of the League of Nations. Indeed, such a desire would by no means be in accordance with 
the policy of the present Government of Great Britain with regard to the Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics .. In any case, in inviting the Union to take part in the labours of this 
Commission, the Council of the League was perfectly aware that the Soviet Government 
was not a· Member of the League and had no intention of joining it. 

Lord Cushendun objected to an article quoted by himself from Izvestia, which he considered 
displayed a sceptical or ironical attitude to the work of Members of the League in the 
sphere of disarmament. This scepticism was expressed here by the Soviet delegation 
also; the writer in Izvestia has perhaps merely put it more bluntly. I am, however, unable 
to understand why this article should worry the honourable representative of the British 
Empire and the Preparatory Disarmament Commission. It depends upon the Commission 
itself, by the results of its work, to give the paper the lie. The Soviet delegation would be 
the first to rejoice if this were done. But it is not only in Soviet circles that scepticism 
is shown with regard to the disarmament work of the League of Nations. Ihavebcforemea 
Paris paper, of an extremely reactionary tendency, for the 2oth of this month. In it I read : 

"The League of Nations could only be harmless if it admitted itself to be what it 
really is, an academy of pacifism, and if its priests admitted that their anti-war lectures 
are about as effective as the incantations of negro necromancers against storm." 

In my opinion, this scepticism and irony might serve as a ~timulus for the League and 
for our Commission, inciting them to do everything possible to show its undeservedness. 

The honourable representative of the British Empire tried to imply that the complete 
or partial solution of the problem of disarmament outside the League of Nations is most 
reprehensible-indeed, very little short of blasphemy. He went so far as to include among 
the achievements of the League of Nations the Washington Convention on the Reduction of 
Naval Armaments, appearing to forget that the League of Nations had nothing whatsoever 
to do with the Washington Convention. More : the so-called "Conference of Three" on naval 
disarmament, held in Geneva itself, was also not connected with the League of Nations and 
did not even avail itself of the organs of the League of Nations. If I am not mistaken, the 
negotiations still going on between the participants in this Conference are being held outside 
the orbit of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission. 

The honourable representative of the British Empire, in passing under survey our draft 
Convention, pointed indignantly to the lack in it of any reference whatsoever to the League 
of Nations, 1;o the depositing of ratification papers in Geneva, or the registration of the Con
vention with the League of Nations. This, however, becomes quite comprehensible if it is 
borne in mind that the project emanates from a Government not formally recognising the 
League.of Nations. Mor~over, the reproa.ches of the honourable ~ember ~or Great Britain 
will appear incomprehen.sible when I remmd you t~at a ~nes of n~t~mahon~ documents, 
in the drawing up of which Members of the League, mcludmg the BntlSh Empire, took part, 

-'have not been deposited with the League of.Nations. To the best of my knowledge, the 
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Straits Convention, for example, drawn up not far from Geneva-in Lahsawe, ~? ~e e~ct al 
was deposited, not at Geneva, but in Paris. Similarly, the acts of. t e as mg on · a':' 
Convention have not been deposited at Geneva. The ~rotoco.l on Potson Gases and Bacteno
logicaiMethods of Warfare, recently ratified by the Soviet Umo~ and ~y Ita)~ (but not as yet 
ratified by Great Britain), is also deposited, not at Geneva, but m Pan.s, desptte the fac.t that 
the Protocol was passed at a Conference convened by the Leagu~ of Nations. The sa~e IS true 
of the Conference on the question of the. Trade in Ar~s, of whtch. the League of Nations _was 
the initiator. Moreover, with the exception of one article, all m.ent10n of the League of N atlons 
was omitted from this Convention on the insistence of the Umted States, who~e Government 
threatened to refrain from ratification unless this was done. In the note of thts Government 
of September 12th, 1923, we find the words : 

"The articles of the Convention which relate to the League of Nations are so closely 
interwoven with the Convention as a whole as to make it impossible for my Government 
to ratify the Convention." . · 

i may also refer to Sir Austen Chamberlain's protest against the registration of the Anglo
Irish Treaty with the League of Nations, although both these State~ are Memb~rs_of the Le~g_ue. 
If non-reference by the Soviet Government, not a Member of thts League, 1s, m the opmton 
of the honourable representative of the British Empire, an insult to and ne.glect of the League, 
how much more ought this reproach to be made by Lord Cushendun to hts own Government, 
participating in the acts I have enumerated which ignore the League of Nations. 

In his endeavour to discover specific features in the Soviet Government which ~ight 
disqualify it fro~ taking part i.n the wor~ of disa~m.amen~, the J:.lo~o~rable repres~ntatlve of 
the British Emptre asks the Sovtet delegation what ts tts attitude to ctvil war-does 1t condemn 
it or admit it to be legitimate ? It I were to follow the example of the .honourable represent
ative of the British Empire and seek out the ulterior motive of this question, I might assume 
it to have been put with a view to provoking the Soviet delegation to make an open defence 
here of civil war and revolution, in order the next day to accuse it of propaganda. I am,. 
however, far from imputing such motives. It is nevertheless an entirely superfluous question, 
since the most cursory acquaintance with our draft. Convention (and Lord Cushendun has 
shown us that he has studied it) would convince anyone that it refers only to international 
wa,r. It never occurred to us, and we had no grounds for believing, that the League of Nations 
intented to include under the questions of disarmament and security the prevention of civil 
war and the class struggle. I may say without the slightest hesitation that the Soviet Govern
ment would never have agreed to participate with the British or any other Government here 
represented in the working out of questions regarding the class war or the struggle against 
revolution. Indeed, it would be naive to expect such work from a Government which owes 
its being to one of the greatest revolutions in history and was called into being to protect the 
achievements of this revolution. The. Governments represented here will apparently have 
to settle their 'internal social conflicts without our participation. I confess my entire inability 
to see. the connection of this question with our project for total disarmament. Did Lord 
Cushendun wish to imply by this question that armies are required not only for national 
defence but also for the putting down of possible revolutions ? Such an argument against 
our project would be quite inconclusive from any point of view,. since it has become common 
knowledge that both the March and November revolutions took place with the active particip
ation of vast armies, brought up to war-time pitch. In any case, if the honourable repre
sentative of the British Empire and other delegates touching upon this point attribute great 
importance to the question of social security, they will probably, when the time comes, develOiJ 
their point of view more fully. ' I apologise to the Commission for touching upon this theme, 
which it may consider irrelevant, but I would remind it that it was the honourable represen
tative of the British Empire, and not I, who broached the subject. 

The honourable representative of the British Empire not only faces us with questions, 
but also imposes upon us preliminary conditions, and desires to get from us some sort of assur
ances before he agrees to consider our draft Convention. The Soviet Government is called 
upon to assure him that it will refrain from provoking armed risings in other countries. The 
honourable representative of the British Empire appeared at the same time to imply tl:~at this 
was irrefutably the established practice and policy of the Soviet Government. The honour
able representative of the British Empire saw fit to use the question of disarmament publicly 
to accuse the Soviet Government once more (as his own Government has already done times 
without number) of so-called propaganda. Lord Cushendun apparently does not realise the 
!lnreasonableness of persisting in the use of a weapon long rendered innocuous by the exposure 
m so many countries of scores of offices and bureaux, largely staffed by Russian emigres, for 
the specific purpose of drawing up forged documents for foreign Governments, proving alleged 
propaganda by the Soviet Government or its agents in foreign countries. One of these docu
ments has already received the historic nickname of the " Zinovieff letter ", and references 
have been made to it in the House of Commons even during the last few days. The fraudulency 
of this document has long ago been established, if only by the fact that the British Government 
at the time refused the demand of the Soviet Government to have it investigated by any arbi
tration court. (\ demand ~o.r the investigation o_f this document made a few days ago by one 
hundred and thtrty-two Bnhsh Members of P3Ehament has been rejected by their Government . .. 
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A former Prime Minister of Great Britain referred in Parliament to this document on Monday 
last as follows : 

"This letter was the subject of what was generally admitted now to be a political 
fraud, a fraud perhaps unmatched in its cool calculation and preparation in our political 
history." 

Such a_re the d?cuments on wh~ch the Britis_h Governm!!~t _bases its ac.cusations of propa
ganda and mternal mterference. · W1th regard to mterference m mternal affairs, I fear the Soviet 
and the British Governments have not yet found a common language to work out what 
precisely may be considered as interference. The British Government is inclined to consider a 
speech uttered or an article printed in Moscow regarding the policy or internal affairs of another 
country as interference, while not admitting as interference the arbitrary stationing of naval 
squadrons in foreign ports (Shanghai), the firing on foreign ports and towns with all the 
consequences entailed to the population (Nanking 1927), the demand that the Government of 
an independent country cease operations against an insurgent subject (Sir Percy Lawrence's, 
ultimatum to the Persian Government, 1924) and the demand for his legal reinstate
ment (note to the Persian Government, 1927), the limitation of the army of this 
country (note to the Persian Government, 1921), etc. The Soviet Government cannot, of 
course, agree to such a conception of what constitutes interference in the affairs of others. 
But, gentlemen, you will ask me what has this ancient Soviet-British dispute got to do with dis
armament ? I am forced to reply that it has nothing to do with it. It was not I who brought 
it up, but the representative of the British Government, and I should consider it a mark of 
disrespect and discourtesy to him to ignore any of his questions. 

The delegates of the British, Japanese, French, Netherlands and other Governments 
wondered if our project for complete disarmament was in conformity with the Covenant of 
the League of Nations, and, if not, if they had the right or ought to spend the time on its 
consideration. To this question all these delegates apparently give a negative reply, corro
borated by no less an authority than M. Politis. If this, however, is so indisputable, and if 
complete disarmament is contradictory to the principles and aspirations of the League of 
Nati<?ns, we are unable to understand why the Preparatory Commission did not reject our 
proposals at the November session, why it decided to investigate them and why it is now 
spending time over this question. Apparently, however, the delegates I have mentioned are far 
from sure of the correctness of their replies, from a political point of view, if not juridically 
speaking. And indeed, we have always been told that the League of Nations was created 
mainly, if not exclusively, for the purpose of ensuring general peace. Although Article 8 of the 
League of Nations Covenant only mentions the limitation of armaments, it appears to us that 
merely minimum obligations were intended and this article should QY no means be allowed to 
serve as an obstacle to further and complete disarmament should this be desired by Members 
of the League. It seems to me that a better means for discrediting the League of Nations 
could scarcely be found than the assertion that it is a barrier to total disarmament. Man was 
not made for the Sabbath, but the Sabbath for man. You are rendering your League a poor 
service, gentlemen, if you make a fetish of it, and subject to it the entire will of your Governments. 
The Covenant of the League of Nations is not a law for all time. The League itself, by the way, 
has several times considered altering its Covenant. It will suffice to refer to the fact 
that, on the confirmation by the Assembly of the League of Nations at its fifth ordinary 
session, on October 2nd, 1924, of the Geneva Protocol, the Assembly decided to -invite the 
Council to nominate without delay a Committee for the preparation of the revision of the 
alterations to the Covenant demanded by this Protocol. If you agree to the principle of total 
disarmament and appreciate as they deserve aU the blessings it would entail, or, let us rather 
say, the sum total of the ills it would abolish, you will agree, of course, to sacrifice this or 

• that article of the Covenant. Those who say that our project infringes the Covenant of the 
League inasmuch as, by abolishing armaments, it deprives the League of the power to apply 
military sanctions forget that these sanctions imply armed attacks by one State on another, 
which the abolition of armaments would make impossible, so that the article on sanctions 
would itself become an anachronism. I do not mention the fact that the obligation for indi
vidual Members of the League to participate in military sanctions is disputed by Members of 
the League themselves. The Soviet delegation does not consider itself bound by the Covenant 
or any rulings of the League, and therefore did not consider it necessary to take them into 
consideration in its draft Convention. If I venture to comment upon the Covenant of the 
League or any of its decisions, it is because I am anxious to understand your position and to 
prove the acceptability of our draft Convention even from the point of view of Members of 
the League. As for tpe competence of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission, we are 
here not as technical experts, and not only as members of the Commission, but also as members 
and responsible representatives of our Governments. If the Commission is called upon to 
seek out methods of partial disarmament, and if its members appear before those whom they 
represent with a declaration that they have found a way for total disarmament, there will 
hardly be found anyone to censure them for this, the more so as the decisions of this 
Commission are mere recommendations to the Governments. · 

My opponents, with the possible exception of the honourable representative of the British 
Empire, criticised our disarmament project less for what it contained than for what it did not 
contain. Our scheme, we are told, affords neither economic nor social security ; it does not 
guarantee a just peace, does not destroy international distrust, does not point the way to the 
solution of international disputes-is, in fact, not a panacea. These reproaches would be just 

• 
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if we had undertaken to provide a universal remedy against. all the ills and defects of human 
society and to turn this vale of tears into an earthly par.ad!se. We cannot recommen?- you 
any such panacea, for we know you would not entertain 1.t ~or a moment. We are trymg to 
find a means of abolishing one evil-one of the greatest, 1t IS true-the Moloch of war, and 
we want to try and find a common language with yourselves in so far as you say tha~ you. also 
are endeavouring to rid humanity of this ill. Within _these limits-broad, but not mfimte
our proposals, in our opinion, meet the purpose for wh1ch they were framed. 

The gist of the arguments repeated here ~gainst t~e general idea ?f om; p_r?ject i~ that 
either the peoples will " rage furiously together , both w1thout arms o~ w1th pnm1t~ve weapons, 
or that the more industrially developed countries will be able very rap1dly to substitute for the 
destroyed armaments new ones, and, in infringement of the Convention, enslave the weaker 
countries. It seems to me, by the way, that ?ur opponents have already dropp_ed the first 
of these arguments. I should like to _call attention to the _fact that the cou':ltry wh1ch ! · rep~e
sent has at its frontiers States numencally stronger than 1tself, such as Chma and lndm, w1th 
their hundreds of millions oi inhabitants, and yet we have no fear of invasion by the organised 
masses of these countries. Other nations have still less reason than we for this· fear. The 
second argument will also not hold water, for as it is, the weaker States, while obliged to · 
maintain armed forces and resist possible attack by stronger States, are at the same time in 
complete dependence on the latter for their military supplies, besides being weak both technic
ally and as regards their human resources. Articles 30 to 36 of the Soviet draft Convention 
propose the abolition of military industry and all elements of military production. The 
experience of the world war has shown that, even in countries with a powerful industry, like 
the United States, it required from twelve to twenty months to organise war industry (declar
ation of the United States delegation to the Sub-Commission on Disarmament). Fresh 
equipment for armies cannot be created at a moment's notice. Granted the time taken, this 
cannot go unnoticed, especially if the international and local control provided for in our draft 
Convention functions well. We know, for example; that the limitation of war industry was 
carried out as a result of the Versailles Treaty, and that fairly thoroughly, even in the case of 
a highly developed industFial country such as Germany, while in this instance what was aimed 
at was rendering innocuous a conquered country. How much easier it would be to control· 
war industry given the complete abolition of the corresponding means of production ! 

The last-named objections seem to be rooted in profound international distrust, distrust of 
the mutual readiness to observe international conventions. It can be employed, and with 
even greater force, against the reduction of armaments, for what would be the good of an 
International Disarmament Commission, even along the lines of a draft Convention worked out 
by a preliminary Commission, establishing limits for armed forces· and war supplies in every 
cou?try! if we suspect that this Convention will not be observed and the equilibrium established 
arbitrarily upset ? Here would be real grounds for your fears for the security of individual 
countries. · 

The honourable representative of Italy spoke, among other things, of the necessity not 
on~yofpeacebut of a just peace. I must admit I do not quite understand what he means by 
th1s. Does he mean that the present peace is not just and should be altered ? But peace can 
only be altered by one of two ways: by war, or by revising the existing peace and· other 
i~ternational t_reaties. As I am quite sure he d~d not inteD;d to point to the necessity of a 
VIOlent alterat10':1 _of the present peace, I should hke to tell him that our project by no means 
exclud~s the revlSI~m of the Peace Treaties, and that he could raise this question in the League 
of Nations, ~f ~hich Italy is .a Member, .or at a~ot~er internat!onal confere?ce equill.y well 
after t~e realisation of our ~roJect. If he 1s _not thmking of the :violent alteration of the· peace, 
he obviously does not reqmre the preservation of armaments for the revision of the Treaties. 

I ~ill now turn to the remarks with regard to individual articles of our draft Convention, 
returnmg for a ~o':ll~nt to the speech of the honourable representative of the British Empire. 
He found ;; multiplicity of techmcal and other defects in our draft Convention ; he found that 
se':'eral articles ~o n~t even answer the purposes of its authors, that it is not written in language 
suitable to a leg~slab_ve act! ~d that many of its articles, which he was good enough to enum
erate, are open to senous cnbc1~m. He asked with. ~tonish~ent ~ow I ·could think of imposing 
such a faulty Draft on. the Disarmament CommisSion, stipulatmg at the same time for its 
accepta':lce wholesale. Without consideration, or its rejection. Lord Cushendun would have 
saved hi!Dself much time and labour and considerably shortened his speech if he had not built 
up ;;11 h1s arg~ments on £:Use premises. I do not know why he made up his mind that the 
Soviet d~legat10n had dec1de.d to pres~nt the Commission with something like an ultimatum. 
The Sov1~t Government has Itself received ultimatums, but, so far, has not sent any to an one 
else, and ~t never entered our heads to do so here, Lord Cushendun himself justly menti~ned 
my cove_rmg letter to the Leagu~ of Na_tions Secretariat, in which I proposed that our draft 
Con~enbon be accepted as a basis for. discussion. In the speech introducing the draft Con
vent!on I r~ferred no_t less than three tunes to the conditions in which I considered its stud and 
consideration expedient. It follows that I d~d not exclude for a moment the consideiation 
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of the Draft as a whole and in detail. I simply insisted that the draft Convention should 
not be examined until and if ~he C?mmission ac~epted the principles underlying it. After all, 
what would b~ the good of dtsc~ssmg the que.shon as to the type of ships to be preserved for 
coast defence 1f we had not dec1d~d the_ question of ~he destru~tion of ?ther military vessels ? 
What would be the good of our dtscussmg the question of the mternahonal defence of marine 
zones before we had decided what individual naval forces in the various countries were to be 
destroyed ? The ~xami~ati_on and con~ideration of the draft Convention without having 
estab?shed any ruhng_ p~nc1ples wo~d mdeed be _an unworthy_ wast~ of our time. Valuing 
the time of the CommiSSIOn, and anx1ous to save 1t from the d1scred1t of fruitless work that 
could not lead to anything, I warned it against wasting time over the draft Convention before 
we had agreed upon a working basis. Furthermore, as the honourable representative of Italy 
remarked, all the articles of our draft Convention were subordinated by us to the basic idea of 
the complete destruction of armaments. Take away this fundamental idea and the individual 
articles of the draft Convention lose all value for us. This is why I call the draft a single whole 
~ncapa?le of disintegration. We, of course, claim no copy_right for the Draft, and any of 
1ts articles may be adopted by anybody for any scheme of dtsarmament, but this will not be 
the Soviet scheme, and the Soviet delegation and Government cannot undertake responsibility 
for any such. The Draft may be found to contain articles answering to the interest of this 
or that State. Great Britain may consider, for instance, that the article on the destruction 
of submarines accords with her interests; other States may find articles suitable for themselves, 
and as a result disputes may arise with which, gentlemen, you are already familiar from the 
history of the first reading of your own draft Convention. Once, however, we all agree to use 
complete disarmament as a basic principle, disputes about individual points can have no 
serious significance. I am quite ready to admit that our draft Convention is not perfect and 
that, pursu~g the c~mmon aim of co!Ilplete ?lsarmament, we mi~ht collectively .c?~siderably 
am·end and 1mprove 1t. All those articles whtch evoked the astomshment and cnhc1sm (shall 
I say derision ?) of the honourable representative of the British Empire are not essential and 
allow of disputation and compromise. 

Lord Cushendun aimed most of the slings and arrows of his criticism at Chapter III of 
the Draft, entitled " The Organisation of Protection ". I can assure you, Mr. President, 
that, in drawing up this chapter, the specific interests of our own country were the last things 
to influence us. On the contrary, we should rather have ignored entirely the question of 
police defence. It is not, however, in vain that I am already participating for the second time 
at a session of the Preparatory Commission, and I am sufficiently imbued with.your practical 
spirit and what you call a sense of reality. I knew the enormous significance attached by the 
countries you represent to the question of internal safety, the protection of property, etc., and 
therefore it was with a view to the interests of your countries and their possible desires that I 
ordered the drawing up of a special article on protection. I have no doubt whatsoever that, 
if I had ·omitted to do this, I should have been still more severely criticised, perhaps by none 
other than the honourable representative of the British Empire himself, for forgetting such 
an important body as the police. Lord Cushendun concentrated on the question of the arming 
of the police. He implied that our draft Convention was specially adapted to the conditions 
of life in the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, where the police would appear to be better 
armed than in other countries. As amatteroffact, the militia in the Soviet Union are armed with 
revolvers precisely as are the police in most European countries. I have an idea that the police 
in the country in which we are at present are also provided with fire-arms. Lord Cushcndun 
assures us, and I do not for a moment doubt him, that the police in his country are armed only 
with truncheons, but I do not doubt either that in cases of necessity the troops might be called 
to their assistance. Moreover, in the Manchester Guardian for the xgth of this month, I 
read, for instance, the following communication from Belfast : 

• " In connection with the demonstration at Moy, a large force of police was concen
trated in the district to prevent a repetition of an outrage perpetrated in August last 
when a group of nationalists marching in procession along the main street in order 
to take part in a similar demonstration where dispersed by shots. The principal roads 
were lined with police, while Crossely tenders full of armed constables were always on the 
move." 

_ Thus we see that in Ulster, which is a part of the British Empire, the police constabulary 
are armed. · Further, the following information was communicated by Reuter's Agency on 
February 3rd last from Bombay: "The armed police suffered an attack by the def!!onstrators 
and were obliged to open fire " ; and I have before me a telegram from Madras to the effect 
that,·" as a result of the firing by the police upon the insurgents ... ",etc. Lord Cushendun 
will thus see that the police are not armed only in the Soviet Union, and that at least in parts 
of the Empire represented by him the police are actually forced not only to carry but to employ 
fire-arms. I trust he will agree that my precautions regarding the police were not superfluous 
from his own point of view. Lord Cushendun was also amused at the point concerning the 
protection of means of communic~tio?. The British delegate, of ~ourse, has no doubt of t_he 
necessity to protect sea commurncatlons and eve~ control. by hts Goyernment _of countnes 
situated on marine routes. I venture, however, to mform h1m that, whtle protection of means 
of communication may not be reqUired where the railways system is highly developed, in 
countries with no towns or even large villages within a distance of xoo miles from each other, 
the presence at ~ailway-stations of only a ~ingle polic~ officer, if only in case o_f crimes ~e~ng 
committed in trams, would scarcely be cons1dered by h1m superfluous. The objects requmng 
protection mentioned in the Draft are intended to cover ·such institutions as State Banks, 
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Treasuries and Mints, requiring, of course, special protection. If, in e~amining ou'r dra.ft 
Convention, the honourable representative of the British Empire w.ould hke to. propose s.bll 
more drastic reduction of armaments for protection and for the police, the Soviet delegation 
will do its utmost to meet him on this point. 

In this connection, a very legitimate question was put by the honourable representative 
of the Netherlands, expressing the fear that, in arming the police in proportion to the population 
the bigger countries might be in possession of a considerably greater arme~ force than the 
smaller, which might be used for warlike purposes. The Soviet Government mtends to defend 
the interests of weaker States in the most energetic manner, and the Soviet delegation is 
therefore ready to ·change the proportion in the interests of the weakest States. If the Soviet 
delegation were to present any scheme for partial disarmament whats~ever, it would propose 
this very principle of a higher degree of disarmament for the bigger countries, including the 
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, than for weaker States. I should add that the provision in 
our draft Convention for forms of protection should not bear the character of military organ
isation and that, as far as the police are concerned, they should be subjected to local authorities 
and not concentrated under a central administration, still less command. With regard to the 
types of weapons for protection forces, this is a technical question to be decided by the experts, 
since in some cases, such as combating contrabandism, rifles might be required, in others 
revolvers, and yet others side-arms, as the honourable representative of Cuba points out. The 
honourable representative of the British Empire did not ignore the question of personal defence 
of citizens, but implied that only those in my own country, where the State safeguards their. 
lives inadequately, stand in need of such defence. I make so bold as to declare that the citizen 
of the Soviet Union does not carry arms on his person, and does not need them, for crime statis
tics there are no higher, if not lower, than,.in other countries. Lord Cushendun must, however, 
be well aware that shops trading in arms exist in all countries, and that these arms are bought 
for some purpose or other by private citizens also. The honourable representative of Japan 
has told us that it was dangerous to go out unarmed in certain tropical countries. Other 
dangers exist in other countries. Representatives of the Soviet Government have been attacked 
and killed in extremely civilised countries. A Soviet courier has been called upon to defend 
the diplomatic mail, arms in hand, outside the frontiers of our Union, in European countries 
some of which were Members of the League of Nations. If, however, the representative of 
the British Empire proposes total prohibition of the carrying of arms by private citizens, 
including even sporting rifles, the Soviet delegation will not quarrel with him on this point. 
Our draft Convention provides for a series of legislative measures on the part of every State. 
Lord Cushendun asked how free legislative assemblies could be forced to submit to the rulings 
of the Convention. It is now my turn to express astonishment. Ij; cannot be that the honour
able representative of the British Empire is not aware that an international convention ratified 
by the corresponding legislative assembly is law for the given country and that the legislative 
assembly ratifying the convention by so doing undertakes to carry out the necessary legislative 
acts provided in such a convention. 

All these questions could have been given tranquil and all-round consideration and our 
deleg<l;tion would naturally have been happy to have given all the explanations necessary, 
but, smce Lord Cushendun has already broached all the questions and made critical remarks 
on them, I was unable to leave them unanswered . 

. I would once more point out that the question of the types of· vessels provided under 
Articles 43. and 44 present no obstacle whatsoever for agreement. I would mention by the way 
that I am mformed by my naval experts that the vessels of the tonnage mentioned in the draft 
Convention are fully capable of coping with their tasks in the various countries. For example~ 
I have a list of some vessels belonging to Great Britain : ' 

Mersey type traw~ers, 665 tons; II knots; rated as fishery protection gunboats . 
. Arleux, A"!as, Gwenchy, 136 tons net; 10 knots; fishery protection; Atlantic and 

Pacific ; Canadian Government. · 

In the United States of America there are : 

Eagle boats, .5?0 tons; 18 knots; some of them transferred Coastguard. 
1st .c~ass crmsmg cutters (new construction), 2,075 tons; 16 knots. 
Crmsmg cutters (Haida, Modoc.and others), 1,780 tons; 16 knots. 
25 Coastguard destroyers; 1,ogo to I,IIo tons; 29.5 knots. 
Ex-submarine chasers, 75 tons ; II knots. 

All the~e vessels function in th!! same way as provided by our draft Convention. 

I ca~~ot refrai~ fro~ pointing out o~e remark on the part of the honourable representative 
of th.e Bntish Empire .w1t.h regard to Article 10, of which he himself would doubtless admit the 
unfa~mess. I~ menti?nm.g the proposed prohibition of scientific research and theoretical 
treatises, he d1d not thmk 1t necessary to mentbn that the reference was to specifically military . ' 
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publications and not to general scientific ones. He found the article concerning military school
books .extremely humorous. I do not know if he is equally derisive of the proposal brought 
before the Assembly of the League on September 16th, 1925, to the effect that : 

"The League of Nations would propose that its Members take measures. with a 
view to moral disarmament, for the revision of school histories in such a way as to gradually 
diminish the number of pages devoted to military events, especially in the case of those 
pages in which wars of conquest, etc .• are glorified. " 

The other articles attracting the attention of the honourable representative of the British 
Em_pire, such ~ those concerning the nu~ber of ~opies of r~tification papers, the place for 
the1r preservation, the place for the meeting of th1s International Control Commission, etc., 
are scarcely likely to provoke serious dissension. On detailed consideration of our draft plan, 
Lord Cushendun would have the opportunity also of suggesting other wishes and offering 
proposals with regard to such questions as how to deal with those troublesome neighbours to 
whom he referred with such feeling. Before, however, going into these com~mratively un
important articles, I should like to know if he accepts in principle the first th1rty-six which 
embody the principle of complete disarmament. On this point he was unfortunately a little 
evasive. He spoke of complete disarmament as the ideal to which the whole of humanity 
aspires and for which it has longed since the very dawn of history. We have not, however, 
met together here to discuss our remote ideals. but to decide which of these ideals, to which 
humanity has apparently been aspiring for several thousand years, can now be put into practice, 
and which must be given another thousand years to mature. 

The honourable representative of the Netherlands asks if I consider the further discussion 
of our proposal of any use. Of course, if the majority or a considerable number of the delega
tions present consider the principle of complete disarmament unacceptable for their Governments, 
then all further discussion is superfluous. Unfortunately, not all the speakers gave a quite 
clear answer to this question, and, while criticising our disarmament scheme severely, many 

. speakers nevertheless qualified this by remarks as to the usefulness of its further discussion. 
Our delegation attributes such vast importance to the idea of general disarmament that it 
will always be ready to give further elucidation and participate in further discussion of our 
proposals, but, I repeat, such discussion is desirable and expedient only if the Commission 
declares its acceptance of the principle of total disarmament. In that case, I shall propose 
proceeding to the point-by-point reading of our draft Convention. In the case of the rejection 
of this fundamental principle, I shall not only not insist upon consideration of the Draft, but 

·myself oppose it as a complete waste of time. It is now for the Commission to let me have 
its decision. 

Mr. President, I am aware that, in asking for a decision, I am making a request which, 
while it is essential, is purely formal, and I cherish no illusions whatsoever as to its outcome. 
The speeches which have been pronounced here on the subject of disarmament have done 
nothing to increase our optimism. This time we really did begin our work in the Commission 
with some degree of optimism. We know that one of the biggest States had come forward with 
a proposal for the prohibition of war, and, having our own conception of logic and consistency, 
considered ourselves entitled to reckon on the support of this Government for our proposal, 
but the representative of this Government did not consider it necessary to lay his pomt of 
view before us, unless we are to consider convincing his declaration here that he believed in 
one scheme and not in another. On the one hand, the criticism of our draft Convention was 
based on profound international distrust, on the assumption that a solemnly accepted inter
national convention is bound to be infringed, while, on the other, we are assured that when two 
neighbours, armed to the teeth, give a solemn promise not to attack each other, only then can 
the preservation of peace be hoped for. But when these neighbours supplement their solemn 
•pr~rnise by undertaking to disarm and by actually disarming, we are told that not only will 
this not increase for them both the existing security, but it will actually decrease it. Thus, 
we learn, disarmed nations are still more dangerous to each other than armed I Credo quia 
absurdum I Of course, this can be believed, since nothing is too strange to be true, but it is a 
little difficult to grasp. 

I was a little surprised to hear the honourable representative of Poland say that oul:' idea 
• could only be seductive for the average man, the man in the street. But it is this very man in 

the street, the average man, of whom the honourable representative of Poland spoke so contemp
tuously, on whom the burden of militarism lies and who is called upon to offer sacrifices to the 
Moloch of war. We, the Soviet delegation, do not claim to represent the so-called upper circles 
of society; we are here to represent the workers anq peasants, whose interests we understand 
and value. No manner of doubt exists for our Government that these interests demand the 
radical solution: of the question of disarmament and war. I think I can assure the honourable 
representative of Poland that the fears he expressed of the advocates of peace placing 
exaggerated hopes in the present session of the Preparatory Commission are, to say the least, 
exaggerated. . 

Whatever may be the fate of our draft Convention in the present session of the Preparatory 
Commission, we still believe that general and immediate disarmament is the only effective 
guarantee of peace, corresponding not only to the remote ideals but to the urgent daily needs 
of humanity. 

If at the present moment the indubitable fact that the sympathy of the broad popular 
masses is entirely on the side of the idea of total disarmament is questioned, we are nevertheless 
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profoundly convinced that the time is not far distant wh~n this sympathy will penetrate to the 
consciousness of all the Governments represented here and cause them to take up a very 
different attitude to our proposals. 

Count CLAUZEL ·(France). - When I had the honour of speaking last Tu~sday at. the 
opening of this discus~ion, I thought· ~t better t? r;onfine mys~lf t? a few essential questions, 
not preliminary questions, but questions of pnnciple, to which It seeme~ to II_le nec~ssary 
that a reply should be given for the sake of clearness. Nor .w~ I disappomted m my 
hopes for nineteen replies were given by members of the CommissiOn, and a very full and 
careftilly documented answer has now been furnished by the representative of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics. 

These replies, for which M. Litvinuff has had the courtesy to express ~is gratificati~n and 
thanks, were, I think, clearer than he seems to suppose. The representative of the. U:mon of 
Socialist Soviet Republics had placed a ballot-box b~fore the m~m~ers of the CommiSSI?n and 

· he had in effect, asked for voting-papers. Of the nmeteen replies, It would seem that eighteen 
were ,;Noes" and that their impressive unanimity was not disturbed by a single "Aye". 
Only one doubtful paper, to use a parliamentary term, was placed in the box. I must apolo
gise to Count Bernstorff if I have misunderstood the exact meaning of his observations; he is, 
of course, perfectly free to correct me, and his corrections will-still employing parliamentary 
language-appear in the Minutes. 

I found in ill these replies, to which I listened with the interest and attention they deserve, 
most of the objections which M. Paul-Boncour expressed last November. M. Litvinoff dealt 
with them·a few days ago very summarily and did not seem to attach much importance to them .. 
I am sure that his intention was to· stimulate the zeal of his opponents. ·Like ill apostles, 
M. Litvinoff is not content with his apostleship but rather aspires towards martyrdom. He 
is like some Polyeucte, some St. Sebastian who urges his enemies-as he said just now in 
speaking to Lord Cushendun-to choose their sharpest arrows so that they may more certainly 
strike the very visible and .obvious target which he offers to us in this hill. I may add that 
this target is connected up with every listening-post in the civilised world. 

We may, however, congratulate ourselves on, and even thank M. Litvinoff for, this, for we 
were in great need of enlightenment, and this propaganda was particularly necessary at this· 
moment in order that there should no longer be any doubt, especially among the working 
classes, as to the work which we are undettaking, the genuineness of our efforts, the nature of 
our discussions, and our desire to study proposals all of which are no doubt submitted to us 
with the same sincerity. · 

I will not deal in detail with all the points which have been raised, but I must express 
regret that certain questions, which I rnight describe as personal, have been introduced ·in 
reply to questions of principle. These personal questions do not come within our terms of 
reference and, if M. Litvinoff will allow me to say so, this is perhaps hardly the place for levelling 
accusations against a great country represented amongst us, or at a country whose hospitality 
we are enjoying. 

I am not at ill sure that the explanations which have been given will convince th~ editors 
of the Izvestia any more than they will convince the very subtle and very witty Ulysses quoted 
by M. Litvinoff, and who is not a compatriot of M. Politis, who would no doubt be very aston
ished to find himself in such company. However, they will certainly do us the honour of 
rea?in& the .reports of our discussions and they will, at any rate, be compelled to acknowle'!:lg~ 
their smcenty. · 

· Lord Cushendun felt ~imself c~ed upon to e:ca~ine the Soviet. Draft point by point, 
ch~pter by chapt':r an? ax:tJcle by article, a~d M. Litvm~ff fo~owed .sUlt by replying point by 
pom~ to most of his obJections. I do not thmk that the time IS yet npe to resume this discus
sion and, in any case, others are better qualified to do so than I am. I do not think however 
that ~t i~ M. Litvin<;>ff's wish, and ~ will t~eref?r~ confine myself to two or three' points of 
especial Importance m regard to which public opmion should be left in no doubt . 

. Th~ ~iscu~sion gave rise to on~ p~inful question amongst others, namely, that of civil war, 
which, It IS true, does not come Withm our terms of reference. It arose out of examination 
of some of the provisions in the Soviet Draft to which the Soviet Government had not attached 
the importance that L~rd Cus~ell;dun and M. Rutgers subsequently attributed to them. If 
we take aw~y from soldiers therr nfles and send them back to their homes, where, as M. Paule 
Bon<:our po!nt:d out last _November, they will still remain soldiers even though disarmed, and if 
we gwe therr nfles to polic~men, who are not only local police but may include frontier or forest 
~~rds an_d may represe~t m very large ~ountries a force of considerable size; if, finally we arm 
crbzens wrth revolvers With the laudable mtention of securing their personal safety (although they 
ma_y also be tempted to turn ~hem against their fellow-citizens), we shall thereby be creating very 
s~~ous problems, for there IS no denying that action of this kind is calculated to encourage 
ct.vrl war. But. when we ?ecl~re war against wars-and M. Litvinoff will allow me to inform 
hrm that we drd not. a~art hrs ill-too-long-deferred arrival at G,eneva before inscribing this 
formula on the fronhsprece of our prepara!!:ory work for limitation of armaments--we were 
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making war upon all wars, not only on international warfare but on civil warfare, which is 
the most abominable of all forms of war. What we want is that armed forces should guarantee 
the security of States and not be used for wars of aggression and that there should be no 
contraband arms, which are perhaps more dangerous than any others. Finally, we do not 
wish to leave arms in the hands of those who might perhaps make use of them for purposes 
of disorder or for civil war. This will explain the importance we have attached to this question 
and the replies which have been made. 

On the question of war material, M. Litvinoff quite rightly emphasised the importance 
of the work done here in connection with the manufacture of arms and ammunition. Last 
Monday, an exceedingly important exchange of views took place on this question, under the 
chairmanship of Count Bernstorff, and a desire was clearly expressed that the question should 
be resumed as soon as possible with a view to the summoning of a conference on the manufac
ture of arms, which question.is so closely and intimately associated with the traffic in arms. 
T~ere is a Convention on the latter subject which has so far been ratified by only three countries 
-mcluding my own-and more general ratification partly depends upon the conclusion of 
this very convention on the manufacture of arms and ammunition. 

Thus M. Litvinoff will see that all the questions which concern him have been studied here 
in great detail. He is indeed so familiar with all the work of the League of Nations that we 
can only express our regret that he has not yet considered the time arrived for his Government 
to become _a Member of the League. . 

On this same question of arms, M. Litvinoff rightly pointed out that it could only be 
settled effectively by national and international control. I can assure him that the French 
delegation has examined with particular care the chapter he has devoted to this essential 
question, for he is aware that M. Paul-Boncour regards it as of vital importance. I hope that 
this thorough and detailed work will not be wasted, but may be resumed when we have before 
us the texts to which I am about to refer. 

With regard to the other questions raised, particularly the place where treaties have been 
registered and the surprise which M. Litvinoff expressed that certain treaties, like the Treaty 
of Lausanne or the Traffic in Arms Convention, were registered in Paris and not at Geneva, 
I will leave it to others more qualified than myself to reply. I will only say tliat in some cases 
the Treaties referred to questions depending upon action by the Conference of Ambassadors, 
which was established in Paris. These, however, are points of detail and the time has not 
come to discuss them. 

Thanks to M. Litvinoff, we have made a public examination of our consciences and have 
been able to ascertain exactly where we stand. The results, I think, are very gratifying, for 
they have shown us that we are not very far from our goal, provided, of course, that we remain 
within our terms of reference, that is to say within the framework of the League of Nations. 

Although not a Member of the League, the Soviet Government has been good enough to 
take part in our discussions on the same conditions as the representatives of the United States 
and Turkey. Its delegation will understand that, as !_have already said, it is impossible for 
us to abandon the methods we have hitherto adopted, or to go outside our terms of reference. 
Possibly, if we had not been led to make this fruitful and useful examination of the Soviet 
Draft, we might have been able to proceed during the present session to the second reading 
of our own draft Conventions for the limitation of armaments, for which purpose we were 
convened and for which the Frencb. delegation was prepared. As it is, I thmk that it would 
be better to adopt the proposal made the other day by the honourable representative of the 
British Empire and refer the Russian text for the examination of our Governments. The 
texts drawn up at first reading are not definitive, and could not in any case be. adopted 
without a second reading, since there are certain points on which it was found difficult to 

•- r~ch an agreement, and which were only agreed to on condition that an understanding was 
- reached upon other points. 

But while we have been holding these very interesting political discussions, the technical 
experts of most of our delegations have had a certain amount of .leisure which they have turned 
to good account. They have entered into_ or continued useful conversations dealing with the 
treatment of some of these delicate questions to which I have alluded and for which only 
partial solutions had been found ; we_ hope that some final settlement will be reached as speedily 
as possible. One of the conditions of such settlement and one of the main conditions of success 
is an exchange of views not only between technical experts but between Governments. I am 
glad to say that we are far advanced along this path and there is no occasion to anticipate 
any very long delay before we arrive at appreciable results. 

In: these circumstances, I think that we should be wrong to neglect such an important 
factor of success. Nevertheless, we must not disappoint hopes based upon the result of our 
work, and, as M. Politis suggested the day before yesterday, when recommending Lord 
Cushendun's proposal, a practical solution would be to request the Secretariat, with the help of 
our Bureau, to collate with a view to the second reading the text of the Soviet draft Convention 
and the texts which we have already framed. · Further, if Count Bemstorff has no objection, 
his new proposal conce~ing publicity in the Arma!"ents Year-Book might be inse£!ed in its 
place in the corresponding chapter of the first-readmg texts, so that all our work wtll be pre
pared for us by the time we meet again. As M. Politis suggested, we could leave the date of 
that meeting to be decided by our ~resident, but I may be allowed, '?n ~ehalf of the French 
delegation, to express a hope that m any case we may be convened m bme to allow of the 
second reading being taken before the next Asselflbly. _ 



14. Procedure. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - In spite of the advan;~d hour, I should like to ask a_ 
uestion concerning the agenda. Having heard Count Clauzel s speech-and I may be_ allo~ed 

{o thank him for his kind references to myself-! am not clear whether we are still discussmg 
Item 2 or whether we have passed to Item 3, . . . . 

With regard to Item 2, I have already expressed my opmwn and h~ve nothmg to add, 
but with regard to Item 3 I have still a great deal to say, and I should like to know when I 
may be allowed to say it. I understand that Count Clauzel much re~ets tha~ we have _lost 
three days in discussing M. Litvinoff's proposal and tho:ught that, owmg to this loss of time, 
it would no longer be possible to take the second readmg_ of our own propos~s. I ~m not 
sure that we ought to regard three days as ~ very long time to study a questi?n wh1ch we 
have been discussing for a year. Three days IS surely no~ very long compared 'Y1th_ one year. 

In any case, I shall be pleased to make my observations as soon as Item 2 1s d1sposed of. 

The PRESIDENT: I may be allowed to reassure Count Bernstorff. We are still dealing 
with Item 2 on our agenda and Count Bernstorff..will hav~ time t?-mor;ow or n~xt week to 
develop his ideas with regard to Item 3· The fact that, durmg the discussiOn, certam speakers, 
such as M Politis and Count Clauzel, have passed from Item 2 to Item 3 does not make any 
difference.· We shall take Item 3 to-morrow. The Bureau will draft a resolution which w~ll 
summarise and conclude the discussion of Item 2 of our agenda, and I am sure that you w1ll 
be willing to entrust the drafting of this resolution to your Bureau. 

The Committee rose at 7.25 p.m. 

EIGHTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Friday, March 23rd, Igz8, at I0.30 a.m . . 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

16. Statement by the American Delegation on Item 3 of the Agenda. 

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - Mr. President-! had not 
anticipated speaking in regard to the question of the date for our next meeting at the present 
moment, but, inasmuch as the question has been broached, I feel impelled to rise early in the 
debate in order to state the views of the American delegation, particularly as I have learned 
in numerous conversations that a considerable amount of misapprehension exists to the effect 
that the American delegation is determined that the Preparatory Commission shall remain 
here to undertake an immediate second reading. Various reasons have been advanced for 
and agajnst the undertaking of the second reading, and, to my surprise, a number of the 
arguments both for and against have been attributed to my delegation. I cannot but feel 
that there should be only one determining factor and that other considerations should~bec 
entirely secondary. After all, the essential consideration is to find and follow the path leading 
most directly to general agreement and to the termination of our labours. At the conclusion 
of the first reading, there were so many points of disagreement that we felt that nothing 
further could be accomplished·in public meetings until after an effort had been made by direct 
negotiation between the various Governments and between groups of Governments to find a 
way, through mutual concession, to eliminate existing divergences. It was felt that only 
after eliminatin~ a c?nsiderable part of the o~posing views could W€',...profitably embark upon 
the second readmg With some prospect of drawmg up a document so harmonious and so repre
sentative of accepted views as to offer a basis for calling a final Conference. Now, here we 
come to ~he meat ·in t~e coco-~ut ; have we or haye 'Ye not ~y direct negotiation or in any other 
way achieved a sufficle~t basis of ag:eement to JUStify us m starting a second reading? We 
should each of us examme the question from that pomt of view and from that point of view 
only. If it can be demonstrated that a sufficient measure of agreement has been reached and 
that no insuperable. obstacles are still to be removed, then by all means let us start at once 
upon a second readmg. If, on the other hand, we conclude that no such progress has been 
mad~, then ~he only_commonsense course is for us to recognise the fact and to defer the second 
readmg until such tim~ as we are able ~o un?erta~e it with a reasonable prospect of arriving 
at a successful conclusiOn. In connection With th1s, I think we should all shake off the idea 
that ~he only way ~o _advance ?ur work is to sit here in plenary session or in Committee. There 
are times w~en th1s IS the obvious course to take, and there are other times when we can advance 
~he work qu~te as ~uch-perhaps far ~ore-by _outside negotiation, and our present problem 
~s to deter~me wh1ch method. of wo_rk IS best smted to the present situation. So far as I can 
JUdge from mformal conversatiOns With my c<tJleagues, the general consensus of opinion appears 
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~o be that the time is not ripe for a second reading. If my estimate of my colleague~· viewi 
IS not a_ccurate, the fact will be brought OUt in the general discussion, but, in any event, f"' 
shoul~ like at this early stage in the debate to offer an expression of our views as to the method 
for fiXIng a date for the renewal of our labours. I do this on behalf of the American delegation 
only, but I trust that I am at the same time expressing the views of certain other States situated 
at a considerable distance from Geneva. 

I question the wisdom of our fixing a definite date in any arbitrary manner, whether it 
be May, July or October, since it is impossible now to foresee that the development of our work 
will reach the desired point at any given date. The meeting of last November was fixed 
arbitrarily and when it took place it was found that there was little that could be accomplished 
for the moment. At the November meeting, March 15th was fixed, quite arbitrarily, in an 
effort to give some measure of satisfaction both to those who wanted to proceed immediately 
with the second reading and to those who felt it advisable to defer it to the more or less inde
finite future. Now that we are here, a considerable number of our members feel it would be 
unwise to undertake an immediate second reading. If we fix another definite date in the 
future, I fear there is considerable risk that when we return we shall find ourselves again in the 
same situation and obliged, after a pro-forma meeting, to take another adjournment of the 
second reading. · 

Various Governments represented on this Commission are obliged to send most of the 
personnel of their delegations from a great distance, which means detaching officers from their 
regular duty for a considerable period of time. This is entirely justifiable at any time that 
they can be profitably employed, and if an adjournment is deemed necessary, I know we are 
all disposed to accept the decision in good part; however, I do feel it is hardly right to ask 
such delegations to come back at some arbitrarily chosen date in the future on the chance that 
we may be ready to work, particularly as there is another method of choosing the date of our 
next meeting which would obviate the necessity for these long and unnecessary vo:yages. 
- Amid all the questions which still remain to be solved, I feel safe in saying there 1s one 
point on which we are all in hearty agreement, and that is that there is no member of this 
Commission more concerned with the expeditious and effective handling of our work than our 
President and no one whose opinion and sound judgment we value more highly. I submit 
to my colleagues that, in the opinion of the American delegation, the sound and reasonable 
thing to do would be for us to ask our President to keep in touch with developments and that 
he be requested to convoke the Commission as soon as matters have reached a point where 
we can embark on the second reading under conditions calculated to promote an early and 
successful conclusion of our labours. · 

While we should ask our President to reconvene whenever we can profitably embark on a 
second reading still we-should place a maximum time-limit within which a new session would be 
obligatory. I cannot but feel that this is a somewhat contradictory solution in that it does 
not fully meet our difficulties. Suppose we ask our President to convene us when he thinks 
the time is ripe and at the same time we tell him that, whatever happens, he must bring us 
back here to work by the month of July or August-with the confidence we possess in his 
keen interest and his judgment, we know perfectly well that, if the time is ripe, he will convene 
us by that date anyway. Therefore the provision is entirely superfluous. On the other hand, 
if the situation is not ripe, on what possible ground should we all be brought back here again, 
merely to take note of the fact that we are unable to proceed with the second reading ? By 
doing this, shall we not defeat our own ends? We seek to provide that we shall be called only 
when we can be assured of profitable work, and then say that, even if the President docs not 
think the time is ripe, he must bring us back to a fruitless session. Surely this is taking away 
'l}'ith one hand what we give ourselves with the other. 

We have already had two experiences of coming back here to consider the state of the 
work and of reaching the conclusion that a postponement was desirable in the interest of the 

•work itself. It is inconceivable to me that we should not learn something from those experi
ences. If we are going to ask our President to assume this very large responsibility of bringing 
us back here when he judges the time has come, we are most heartily in favour of it, but let 
us give him the freedom which is essential to the proper exercise of that responsibility : Other
wise, I do not think we have a right to impose this duty on him. 

· I trust that my colleagues will accord their usual friendly consideration to what I have 
said on this subject. If it is found that we are ready to continue our work, the American 
delegation will gladly fall in with the wishes of the majority. If, on the other hand, it is felt 
that, in the interest of the work itself, we can best employ our time in other ways and come 
back at a later date to be fixed by the President, the American delegation will readily accept 
the verdict of the majority. 

The PRESIDENT. - We will not discuss the point raised by Mr. Gibson until we come to 
deal with Item 3 of our agenda. We must first conclude the discussion on the second item. 

16. General Discussion of· the Draft Convention of Immediate, Complete and General 
Disarmament submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republica 
(Annex 2) (continued). 

Tewfik Roucnm Bey (Turkey). - Mr. President, Gentlemen,-In the statement which 
I had the honour to make the other day, I stressed the connection between security and dis
armament and the conditions upon which the realisation of these two phases of security must 
depend. I also indicated implicitly the views of the Turkish Republic on the question now 
before us, and I do not propose to revert to t~em at the present stage of our discussions . 

• 
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What I do desire to point out is that, after the animated debate which we ~ave wit~essed 
between the supporters of divergent policies, we must reme~be~ that ~he ul~Imate ?bJect
whether the method be total or partial disarmament or combmabon~ des1gned m the mterests 
of security-the ultimate object, I say, is to strengthen the _found<~;tiOns of peace between the 
nations in such a way as to make the renewal of war if not Impossible at all events extremely 
difficult. · · 

All the suggestions now before us simply represent means whi~h are regarded ~ calcu
lated to achieve this common object ; there is, for examJ?le,_ th~ pacrfic settl_ement of disputes, 
the question of security and, lastly, disarmament and the hm1tation or reduction of armaments. 

Still with the same object in view, the supporters of one of the two s_chools of thought regard 
security as most likely to produce the conditions which would_have th1s re~lt, whereas th?se 
who hold the opposite view envisage security as an automatic r~sult of disarmament, which 
in its turn may be viewed either as an auxiliary factor of ~ecunty or as a consequence of 
security itself. 

Considering, on the one hand, the importance· of the common aim which we are pursuing 
and, on the other, the heavy burden of responsibility which the Cornmi~sion has 3:ssurned 
before humanity, the Turkish delegation is of opinion that schemes ~tartmg from either of 
these two divergent standpoints should be examined and discussed w1th equal thorou&"hness, 
in order to bring out the merits, defects, or any gaps which it may be necessary to fill If they 
are to be adopted. . · 

Objective study of this sort is both desirable and necessary, as it is the duty of this Corn
mission to examine ev_ery aspect of the questions submitted to it and to carry out such prepara
tory work as may facilitate the task of the Disarmament Conference when it meets. It is 
impossible as yet to foresee which of these divergent views will secure the unanimous approval 
of that assembly, but, undoubtedly, valuable time will be saved if different plans can be 
submitted which represent the various schools of opinion. Was it not in view of these very 
considerations that the Committee on Arbitration and Security decided to prepare a number 
of model treaties and conventions corresponding to the moderate and extreme views expressed ? 

Such being the case, it would certainly be expedient to examine each of the schemes put 
forward without deciding beforehand whether to accept or reject the principles on which they 
are based. . . 

In carrying out this examination, we should naturally have to consider whether the scheme 
is capable of realisation and, if the answer is in the negative, what modifications might be 
necessary to make it feasible ; we should have to consider whether, once it had been carried 
into effect, it would really be capable of producing the promised results; whether, from the 
point of view of peace and security, its advantages outweigh its drawbacks; and, lastly, 
whether, when the situation it has in view has actually come to pass, it would plac~ individual 
States in a position of equality as regards security. 

In view of the conclusions expressed by the many speakers who, despite their criticism 
of the scheme, have urged that the Soviet delegation's draft should be carefully examined, I 
have no reason to think that these speakers hold views fundamentally different from those 
which I have just expressed. 

As regards this point; I think that the proposal of the delegation of the Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics should be discussed along with the Draft already submitted by the 
Preparatory Commission. . 

M. RUTGERS (Netherlands). - In· reply· to the speech delivered yesterday by the 
delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, I wish to add a few remarks in regard to 
the draft Disarmament Convention which he submitted. In the first place, I am bound to 
sta~e, to my great regret, that the Soviet delegate's reply to my objections have by no rneans

0 

satisfied me. 
I brought out two main points. The first was that his scheme made absolutely no mention 

of _most of the principal causes. which may lead to armed conflicts. I think I may regard this 
pomt as agreed, as I have received no reply on the subject. 

My secon.d P?int was. t_h_at the scheme. of disarmament put before us is not/complete, 
and that war IS still a posSibility. I should like now to say a few wordsin regard to his reply. 

I said that ~eat States whic_!L.h<~;ve. a large _population and long lines of communication 
c~uld keep orgamsed armed and d1s?1plined :pohce forces out of all proportion as compared 
With those of smaller States. . He rephed tha~, If there were any undue disproportion as between 
the greater and lesser Stat~s, 1t would be posSible to modify the situation in favour of the smaller 
~tates. I do not know qwte :what the ~avour would _consist ?f. Can it be regard~d as a favour 
If the small State has a pohce force 1n excess of 1ts reqmrements or if the great States are 
obliged to be satisfied with inadequate forces ? ' . • 

But my objection did not refer to_ the question of proportion as between the police forces__-,·: 
of large and small States. I emphas1sed the fact that these numerous disciplined organ
is~d and ar~ed forces could be used for purposes of war. There is no question of me~ armed 
With pen~mves, an~ ~his wa~ no fit su~ject _for joking; . What was the reply ? The delegate 
of t_he Umo!l of Soc1alist SoVIet Republics sa1d that this was a concession made to other States 
~hich cpns1dered that the:y had things to protect in their countries. But it seems to me that 
!n ~very_State there are tlungs to protect. In every State there is a form of government which 
It IS desired to preserve and to protect against. attempts of revolution ; there are big estates 

< l 
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and t~er~ are factories, whether they belon_g to. ~e State or to private persons. In evet-y 
State It_ IS necessary to protect the lives of Its abzens and the safety of foreigners. In this 
connection, I may remind you that, in the League of Nations itself, there have been discussions 
o!" the responsi~ility o~ State~ for the protec~on of foreigners against attacks. The organisa
tion of protection mdicated m Chapter III ts therefore not an obligation peculiar to a given 
State but ail. obligation incumbent upon all States. 

But, even assuming this police force to be armed with the simplest arms, it must be in a 
position to put down brigandage and attempts at revolution, and, I repent, that this instrument 
of protection which each State needs can be used for war. 

The delegate of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics also said : "But these nre local 
police forces. They are police forces which will have no military organisation. They will 
be under the orders of the communal authorities and not under those of the Government". 
Nevertheless, there will be organised bodies, such as frontier guards, for example, which will 
have· to be under the Government. There will have to be a certain grading m these police . 
forces, and they will have to be at least equal to the forces they will be obliged to oppo.~e. 
History has shown the danger of communes and decentralised autonomous authorities possess
ing the only armed forces in the country. It has been shown that the political influence of 
the civic guards under the control of the municipalities could become an element of destruction 
in a State. But I leave all these details on one side. I repeat that these police forces essential 
to each State may be transformed, not in several months but in a few days, into an army which 
would be the more formidable because there would be no stronger army to bring against it. 

I should like to summarise in a few sentences the essential ideas which seem to be still 
in being after this debate. The kind of disarmament proposed to us will not be in the lcnst 
complete. It cannot be complete as long as there is !!till anything to protect. The protection 
must be stronger than the threat. The protective force can always be used ns a wnr force. 
War will therefore still be possible. The scheme 'does not touch nny of the principal causes 
of armed conflict, and therefore it neither leads to disarmament nor provides nny guarantee 
of security or peace. Moreover, as I said yesterday, it would upset the existing balance nmong 
the Powers and only replace it by instability and msec\}rity. 

In my view, the best thing we can do is to reject a proposal which can lead to no useful 
results and proceed to the second reading' of the draft Convention we have drawn up. I see 
no point in continuing the discussion of the draft submitted to us. The honourable delegate 
of the Turkish Republic has just asked a number of questions. I do not think we ought to 
close a discussion that has lasted for several days by asking questions. I think we arc here 
to answer them, and, for my part, I have tried to do so. It may seem that the great majority 
of the members of this Commission have made it clear that they wish to close this debate. 
\u we entered upon a fresh examination, a fresh discussion of the Draft, it seems to me that 
our work might be compared to a cat playing with a mouse. If I were the mouse and were 
certain of the inevitable conclusion, I should say: "For heaven's sake, let us get it over I " 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - In his speech yesterday, M. Litvinoff had the courtesy 
to refer to the statement which I made in reply to his invitation to express our views on, the 
Soviet· delegation's Draft. I desire to thank him for his remarks and to reply very brtetly. 

M. Litvinoff said, in the first place, that he did not understand what was meant by this 
" just peace " to which I had referred when I said that peace must be such as to fu~msh all 
peoples the assurance of being able to li~e and develop in freedom. 

My definition was perforce rather summary, but I thought that it was sufficiently clear 
for there to be no doubt as to its significance. A just peace, in my view, is one which not only 

. obliges peoples not to go to war with one another but ob!iges them to take into account.in 
tlfeir own interests the needs of other peoples, to appreCiate these needs and not to ratse 
obstacles to their satisfaction. 

Nature has not treated all peoples with absolute equality. There are rich and poor 
among nations .as among men. I am well aw~e that the _idea of p~rfe~t e9uality. among men 
is a mere Utopta ; but I know also that there ts such a thmg as soaal JUSttce, whtch demands 
that those who are more favoured by fortune should care for those who are not and see that 
they have a means of livelihood and opportunities for progress. 

A,s, then, there exists a principle of social justice, there must also be an international 
justice, without which-whether the Soviet scheme is adopted or not-we cannot prevent all 
possibility of war. 

That is what I meant' when I spoke of an equitable peace. 
M. LitviDoff then asked what relation there could be between my conception of peace 

and his scheme for immediate, complete and general disarmament. Here he placed m~ ~pon 
the horns of a dilemma which I do not hesitate to stat.e in the. crudest t~s. M. Lttvmoff 

.·said in effect : " Either you have at the back of your .mmd the tdea of changmg the present 
state of affairs by force, in which case you have no busmess to talk about peace ; or ~ou have 
no idea of resorting to force, in which case why do you want to keep your armaments smce you 

-can settle your difficulties by peaceful means ? " . 
1 am bound to admit that at first sight this dilemma seems irrefutably logical. At the 

same time, gentlemen, we must not put too much .t~st in ~ogic: pa~icularly whet? it is pr~d 
into the service of sophistry. My answer to 1\L Lttvinoff IS thJS: None of us thmks of usmg 
armed force to change the present aspect of th~ world for our own profit ; but we do affirm 
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the necessity of that international justice to which I have refen:ed, and if we a~e not prepar.ed 
to accept the scheme of immediate, complete and &eue~al disarmament w~1ch the SoVIet 
delegation puts before us, it is because we. fin~ nothmg 1~ th.at scheme wh1.ch offers us any 
hope that, in a totally disarmed world, there w1ll be more JUStice than there IS now and that 
peace in such a world will be more equitable. 

But what is the use of losing ourselves in long disc1:1ssions which would end by becoming 
academic and sterile ? Far better look things bravely m the face and see them as they are. 

M. Litvinoff tells us that armaments are an incitement to war. When I look at the past, 
however I see that armaments have beel). a means of making war, but that the war has 
generally been provoked, not by a desire to fight for fighting's sake, bu~ by much more profound 
and complex causes, un~erlyin~ w~ich in mo?t cases we find economic problems or problel!ls 
of population. International hfe IS one contmual pro~ess of dev~Jopment, for the economic, 
demographic and social factors are constantly changn~g accord_mg_ to the. natural force. of 
development in each people and according to the dynamic P?wer 1t ~!splays m each successive 
stage of its history. Now to safeguard peace on a firm bas1s there 1s only one way: to· carry 
out a programme which wiii keep.the internatio~al situation always in ~armony with the prac
tical needs of all nations. That 1s the .task wh1ch the League of Nations must endeavour to 
accomplish and which it can accomplish if all its Members are inspired by the same sentiment 
of international solidarity. It is a difficult task, very difficult indeed, but one which, in my 
opinion, represents the only possible way to an equitable peace. 

That, gentlemen, is why I have said to M. Litvinoff that I doubt whether his scheme, 
which does not take into account the considerations I have put forward, can secure the peace 
of the world and constitute a true safeguard against war. I think my doubt is justified. I 
will say more: for me, this doubt is a certainty. 

. M. PoLITIS (Greece). ~ Mr. President, Gentlemen-! listened yesterday to M. Litvinoff's 
speech with the closest attention. You will not be surprised-and M. Litvinoff will bear 
me no ill will-if I say that the caustic spirit in which it was delivered did not go very far in 
my view to hide its lack of objectivity. 

I do not wish to go over the whole of the discussion. I consider that the very interesting 
debate which has taken place here has run its course. I merely wish to draw attention to 
two points. The first is that the objections of principle raised by several of us to the. Soviet 
Draft have not been refuted. The second is that the observations I had the honour to make 
the day before yesterday as to the incompatibility of this Draft with the Covenant of the 
League of Nations have only been given an evasive and inaccurate reply by M. Litvinoff. 

As regards the first point, I will be very brief. The main idea which has been expressed 
in the most diverse forms in a long series of speeches is that immediate, complete and general 
disarmament,while answering to the ideals of humanity, is at present quite impracticable. 
M. Litvinoff's only reply to that was that he continued to think that such disarmament was 
necessary, that it was desirable and that it was demanded by public opinion. But it seems 
to me that he did not make a·sufficient effort to show us that we were wrong in thinking, for 
our pru;t, that this project, however attractive, cannot be put into force at the present time. 
We have said over and over again that such reform presupposes the fulfiment of a whole series 
of conditions of justice, trust and security which at present are absent. 

M. Litvinoff reproached us with criticising the deficiencies rather than the contents of 
his scheme, as. if it were possible to appreciate the real value of a proposal and to know wlfat o 

its contents are worth without considering its omissions. M. Litvinoff added : " Oh I could 
eas~ly have made proposals for transforming this vale of tears into an earthly paradise, but 
I did not do so because I was sure you would not accept them". But I think that it ·would 
have been most useful-I may even say that it was essential-for him to demonstrate the 
possibility of such a transformation in order to convince us of the possibility of immediately 
achieving total disarmament. 

The second point relates to the observations which I had the honour to lay before you 
the day before yesterday with regard to the incompatibility of the Soviet Draft with the 
Covel?ant of the League of Nations. I said that the idea of total and immediate disarmament 
ran directly co~mt~r to,.the prese.~t structure of the League of Nations. In his reply, M. Litvin off 
forgot the _adJeCtive present and turned my argument against the League of Nations. 
What he s~1d was more _or less as follows: "What! you say that the League of Nations will 
?nJy pe_rm1t of a. reduch?n of armaments! Take care! you will discredit it by giving the 
1mpresswn . t~at 1t constitutes an obstacle to total and immediate disarmament. Luckily 
for you, th1s 1s not true, as the Covenant is not unalterable and you showed by your Geneva 
Protocol that it was capable of amendments and improvements". · 

Now, allow me t<? say in all humility, as one who has always been a friend and supporter 
of the League ?~ Natwns, th<~:t I _wa~ very much gratified to hear M. Litvinoff·showing such 
~nexpected sohc1~ude for o~r 1~shtutwn. But I could not help rememberin the· well-known 
lme ?f ~a Fontame and thmkmg that these scruples really showed too mu!h delicacy Let 
:0.1. L1tvmoff have no fear. The League of N~tions runs no risk of being discredited for ~aying 
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that it canno! achieve the imp~ble. On the cont~ry. the c~mlidence reposed in it by most 
of the countnes of the world will only be enhanced If It prodrums frankly that it cannot hold 
out :u;tY false h_opes .. The ~ovenant is undoubtedly capable of improvement, and when 
-conditions permit of Imm~ate, ~omplete and general disarmament, M. Litvinoff may be 
sure tha! ~h_e ~eague of Na~10ns will be only too glad to proceed to that step without waiting 
for any Imtia~ve f~om oll:tside .. I think that the Protocol of Geneva is an example that the 
League of Nations IS seekmg to Improve its machinery and is capable of improving it. After 
all, _what else was the Geneva Protocol but the means of strengthening the machinery for 
pacific se.ttlement and the procedure for sanctions ? To give effect to this double reform, 
It was sti~ulated t~at, as soon as the Protocol had been accepted, its provisions would be 
converted mto a senes of amendments to be introduced into the Covenant. 

On this point we are entirely iii agreement with M. Litvinoff. The Covenant of the Lengue 
of Nations is not unalterable, it is open to unlimited improvement. But I cannot sufficiently 
emphasise that, in the successive and unlimited improvements of the Covenant, a logical 
sequence is necessary. We cannot amend and improve Article 8 without at the same time 
improvmg Articles 12, IJ, 15 and 16. All these reforms must be inter-related ; otherwise the 
edifice will become lop-sided and that is a danger which we wish to avoid. We desire the 
League to become more and more rooted in the conscience of humanity and we want the 
mstitution to develop with all the vigour of which it is capable. 

But here M. Litvinoff is no longer in agreement with u~. for he says : " Why nrc you 
concerned with the obstacle which total disarmament may place in the way of the application 
of Article 16 ? Article 16 presupposes armed strife ; but such strife will no longer be possible 
when the nations have laid down their arms and when armaments have completely disappeared". 
M. Litvinoff will not be surprised if we are not entirely reassured by these arguments. As 
my friend M. Rutgers has just pointed out, even if the Soviet Draft IS carried out, there will 
always remain sufficient armaments and, above all, sufficient possibilities of re-armament for 
the hypothesis of armed strife not to be regarded in future as a mere vain imagining. 

But M. Litvinoff's optimism goes further. He says: "Why is it necessary to assume 
that States will always be mistrustful of one another or that, as soon as a general disarmament 
convention has been signed, it will be violated ? " M. Litvinoff appealed to sentiment rather 
than to reason in quoting examples of certain countries which had no reason to be alarmed 
of their neighbours. Unfortunately, perhaps still more examples could be quoted of countries 
which are not able to repose the same confidence in their neighbours; but why labour the 
point ? M. Litvinoff has too much knowledge of human nature not to know that confidence 
between peoples, as between individuals, cannot be made to order: either it exists or it does 
not. This is a fact and no statesman worthy of the name can afford to for~et it. I should 
like to add that, when this confidence between peoples does not exist, It is usually not 
an aberration on the part of their Governments but the painful result of past experience. 

As regards the respect for treaties so confidently proclaimed by M. Litvinoff, I cannot 
help thinking that his own faith is not so very secure, smce, in Article 6o of his Draft, he has 
provided for the case of breaches of the Convention he has proposed to us, and also, as I 
explained the other day, he has had to contemplate the necessity of organising measures 
against a State committing such a breach. · 

I noticed yesterday, when he was speaking of the necessity of having armed police forces 
along the lines of communication, that he said that the presence of such a force was necessary. 
if only on account of the crimes which might be committed. But, gentlemen, if it is necessary 

-to provide for the possibility of crimes within a country and to arran~e for their prevention 
and punishment, why is the same hypothesis to be excluded in regard to mternational relations? 
Are there not criminals in the community of nations as there are in smaller societies ? Are 

· there not criminal States against which it is necessary to organise preventive and punitive 
measures m the interests of humanity ? And as long as there is not an international police 
responsible for this duty of preventing and punishing international crimes, States will be obliged 
to make good the deficiency with their national armaments. 

· As a last resort, at the end of his speech, M. Litvinoff quoted against our opinion-which 
he no doubt regards as blind obstmacy-t~ will of the masses of the population, which he 
thinks are more impatient than we are for complete and general disarmament and will one 
day force it on their Governments. I know that M. Litvinoff is well acquainted with the 
popular mmd, and I do not dispute that the " man in the street " may be more ready than we 
are to admit the possibility of immediate, full and general disarmament. But the man in 
the street is also quite ready to believe that many diseases can be instantaneollSiy cured by 
some miraculous drug. Fortunately, however, for him and his, we have conscientious men 
of science and doctors who are able to undeceive him. I think, gentlemen, that our task is 
a similar one. We, too, by our work must endeavour to enlighten public opinion on present 
possibilities m regard to the limitation and reduction of armaments. For my part, I am 
firmly convmced that the de~ates we ha~e jus.t ~eard hav~ largely ~ont~~uted to do ~his, 
and have given us an opportumty of rendenng this Signal service to public opmton and especially 
to the masses of the population. I think myself, and I am sure the Commission will agree 
with me, that we owe to the Soviet Government, and especially to 1\1, Litvinoff, the most 
sincere and cordial thanks for havmg given u~ this opportunity. 
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M. LouNATCHARSKY (Union of Socialist Soviet Rep?bli~~l·. ~ I shou!d first like to 
explain in a few words the questions to which M. Rutgers cntic1sm~ were directed. ~ay I 
be allowed to point out that that criticism goes too far-further, mdeed, than he himself 
intended. Is M. Rutgers really in favour of a still more radical form of di~armament than ~e 
ourselves have proposed ? Does he desire to make new prop~sals !o 3;bobsh not only arnn~s 
but police forces ? I do not think so. And if no!, do no! ~1s ~bJections ~ose some of the1r 
force when applied to a scheme which only deals w1th t~e limi_tation of _armies ? M. Rutgers 
seeks to prove that we are in an impasse and that wars Will contmue to ex1st wh:'-t~ver _happens. 
His speech seems to me the most pessimistic of all that we have heard. It 1s 1_nsprred by a 
complete distrust of humanity-a distrust which extends not only to the relations between 
nations but to relations between municipalities or between the latter and the State. 

For our own part, we still believe that the disarmament we propo_se goes.as far as is possib~e 
and that, although it does not perhaps give that absolute sec~nty wh1ch M. Rutgers IS 
asking for, it does supply a far fuller measure of security than 1s offered by any proposals 
which have so far been made or which could be made. 

It has been further urged against our Draft t.hat .moral disarmament, the disarmament 
of men's minds •. should precede material disarmament. We hold exactly the opposite view. 
There is no doubt that total disarmament will be accepted with enthusiasm by the great masses 
of the people and there is every reason to suppose that, when it has been carried out, no Govern
ment will be strong enough to return to a militarist system with the object of engaging in a 
war of rapine. · 

General de Marinis's lofty ideal of soCial and international justice is in no way opposed to 
our proposals. The nations will undoubtedly be quite as capable of working to this great end 
when they are disarmed. If it is true that :there are some nations which are too wealthy 
and which, from the point of view of international justice, ought to yield something to the 
poorer nations, we must remember that it is precisely these richer peoples which are the best 
armed. I do not think, therefore, that these armies as they are to-day will be able to help 
you in establishing justice and equity between nations. · 

I must point out that at this morning's meeting discussion has returned to our proposals, 
which proves that they are not perhaps as unpractical and as easy to refute as was thought, 
and even if the discussion may be closed in this Commission, that is not the case as regards 
public opinion. 

M. Politis invited us to supplement our previous 'statements by a discourse on the system 
we propose for reforming humanity. We should be quite prepared to do this, but I arn afraid 
that M. Politis would 'find it hardly in harmony with the instructions given to our Commission 
or with its terms of reference. Therefore we will not prolong this discussion, since what we 
have said during the debate would seem for the moment to be sufficient. . 

M. Politis appealed to public opinion. We make the same appeal and we have the same 
reasons as he to thank our critics. Nevertheless, the interesting discussions that have taken 
place do not prevent us from declaring that the practical object for which we came here is 
still unrealised. 

· The PRESIDENT submitted, on behalf of the Bureau, the following draft resolution regard
ing the draft Disarmament Convention submitted by the delegation of the Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics : 

" The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference 
" Having carefully examined the bases of the draft Convention for Immediate, 

Complete and General Disarmament sublni.tted by the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, 

"Notes .. 
."That practic_ally~ its memb~r~ are of opinion ~~at t~is Draft, while in harmony with 

the !de.als of ma1_1kmd, IS, under ex1~tmg world. cond1h?ns, mcapable of being carried into 
~xecubon, that 1t can only be ~ealised when mternattonal organisation is strengthened 
m respect both of methods of p~clfic procedure and the systematic organisation of sanctions, 
and. that, consequently, the srud Draft cannot be accepted by the Commission as a basis 
for 1ts work, w~1ch work must be pursued along the lines already mapped out ; 

"But tha_t •. nev~rthel_ess, a large_ number, of members of the Commission are of opinion 
tha! the provlSlo~s .m th1s Draft m1ght be. e_xamined by the various Governments with 
.a View to asce~trunmg whether these proVISions could not furnish valuable material for 
the second readmg of t~e ?raft Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
prepared by the Comm1ss1on. . 

"Decides to pass to the consideration of Item No. 3 on its agenda." 

. If you. are ~greed upon this text, I will consider it adopted ; on the other hand, if there 
1s to be a discussion, I suggest that we postpone it until this afternoon. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - For my part I s~ ort the 
second part of your alternative, since the hour is already so late that this ~itting~~ due to 
come to a1_1 end, and we should not lose much time by postponing the final decision until our 
next meetmg. 

0 
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. Co_unt BER~STORFF (Germany). - M. Litvinoff has proposed the postponement of th;-·
discuSSion of this draft resolution until this afternoon and I am in agreement with him. I 
would observe, however, that the last paragraph but one in the text before us appears to 
anticipate our decision on Item 3 in our agenda. For this reason, I think that it would be 
better to postpone a decision on this draft resolution until we pronounce on our future work. 
I am aware that the majority of the members of this Commission are not in favour of a second 
reading at the present session, but there are others who hold that this question was settled 
at our last session when the Commission unanimously decided that the st'Cond rending of the 
draft Convention should be taken during the present session. 

The PRESIDENT. - The last paragraph but one of the draft resolution contnins only 
a s~atement of fact, not a decision. Nor do the two preceding pamgmphs contnin nny decision, 
w~ch only appears in the last paragraph and refers to passing on to another item in the agenda. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I quite understand that the only decision in this 
draft resolution consists in passing to the consideration of Item 3, but if we decide-as I think 
we should-to hold the second reading at this session in accordance with the decision taken at 
the Preparatory Commission's last session, the last paragraph but one of the draft resolution 
ceases to have any meaning, since it is impossible to refer documents to Govcrnmt•nts with a 
view to a second reading if that reading has already taken place. 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands). - The draft resolution only says that a lnrge number of' 
the mempersofthe Commission are oft his opinion. It is true that Count Dernstorff dot>S not seem 
to be of this number, but it is nowhere stated that he is. If we proceed to the second rca cling 
to-morrow or this afternoon, it will be clear that thi~ opinion was not followed, but it will 
remain a fact that it was expressed. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I really think it would be vrry simple to postpone 
our decision concerning this draft resolution until we have discus.~cd Item 3 of the agenda. 
If M. Rutgers desires to submit to his Government an opinion which was not followed, he is 
at liberty to do so. · 

The PRESIDENT. - If there is no objection on the grounds of principle to the wish 
expressed by Count Bemstorff, we will pronounce upon this draft re~olution after examining 
Item 3· 

This was agreed to. 

The Commission rose at I p.m. 

NINTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Friday, March 23rd, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

17. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commlselon for the Dlearmament Conference : 
Item 3 of the Agenda: General Dlecuselon. 

• Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - Mr. President,-At the beginning of our discu11sions 
you were good enou11h to sa}:' that, when ~e ~am~ to examine I~em 3, we should be at libe~ty 
to discuss any questions calling for exammahon m r~gard ~o disarmament and the rcdu~t.Ion 
or limitation of armaments. I have repeatedly mentwned m the past that, from the pohtlcal 
point of view, we regarded publicity in the matter of armaments as a most important factor; 
to-day, however, I do not propose to dwell on this question of publicity, but wish rather to 
mention a technical point and, if you will allow me, to say a few words on the proposal which 
has been submitted to you. 

On September 21st, 1927, I presented in the Third Committee of the Ao;sembly a statement 
urging the necessity of en~arging a!l~ improving t~e · Arma?"ents Year-Book. I~ so doing,. I 
was acting in accordance With the spmt of the Counol resolution of July 1923, that ts, I regarded 
the Year-Book as a means of realising the objects laid down in the last paragraph of Article 8 
of the Covenant. 

· Under the terms of this paragraph, :Members of the League have undertaken very definite 
obligations. For them the question of publicity in the matter of armaments appears to have 
been already decided in principle. They have assumed a perfectly definite undertaking 
unattended by any restrictions. The only point to be decided is how this undertaking is to 
be carried out. 

But there are other States which, although not Members of the League, are collaborating 
wholeheartedly in the noble task of effecting a reduction of armaments, and they, I think, 
would wish that we should all be perfectly clear as to the armaments of the different States. 
How can there be perfect confidence between the peoples without one State giving another 
full and frank information as to the scale of jts armaments ? How can we achieve national 
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secnrity as long as the States do not possess inform~tion in regard to the armaments of o~her 
States which may constitute a menace to their secunty ? ~ow, lastly, can we find ~ st;rtmg-
point for any general plan of disarmament unless we know JUSt what armaments ex1st · . 

I do not think that I shall be accused of having sprung ~hese propos~!~ upon the Com~Is
sion. At our meeting on December 3rd, 1927, I spoke without _opposi_tlon of the neces~1ty 
of speeding up our work so that the Disarmament Conference might still be held some time 
in the year 1928. As the result of my proposal it was decided, on December_ 2~d last, that 
the examination of Article 8 and more particularly the last paragraph came With~n the com
petence of the Preparatory Commission. M. Paul-Boncour supported my proposal m a manner 
for which I am truly grateful to him. . . 

The proposals which I have submitted are inte!lded to e:cped1te our ~ork and to bnng 
about this exchange of information as soon as possible. I w1sh to make 1t perfectly cl~ar 
that they are not meant to modify the present arrangement ?f ~he _Year-Book. Far. from !t ! 
This admirable publication is simply to be supplemented by md1cations some ?f which could 
not be obtained from official sources. The indications in question can be furmshed by every 

· Government. The introduction to the latest edition of the Year-Book contains the following 
passage: 

" With a view to enabling readers to obtain a rapid survey of certain aspects of 
the military situation in differen~ c.ountries, or in all countries ~ogether, so_me graphs and 
recapitulatory tables, both statistical and other, have been mtroduced m the present 
edition." 

I heartily approve this principle, ~nd my proposal is conceived in the same spirit. 
This proposal should, in my opinion, be examined from two different standpoints. In the 

first place, it is importnat to know whether all the essential factors in the armaments of any 
country have been graspeq. In the second, we have to decide whether we have found the 
best way of expressing them. After examining my proposal, you may perhaps wish to supple
ment or modify it. I would ask you at once to combine any criticisms you may have to make 
with constructive proposals illustrating your views in regard to the operation of a scheme 
for the exchange of information, for the essential thing is not to criticise but to get something 
really practical done. I shall welcome with satisfaction any· proposals better suited than mine 
to determine what are the decisive faCtors in armaments. My Government is desirous of 
doing all that lies in its power to expedite our task so that the technical work may be completed 
as soon as possible. . · 

What we have to consider is technical methods and the technical solution of the question 
of the exchange of information. Members of the League of Nations at all events are bound 
to consider the question from the technical point of view because, in the last paragraph of 
Article 8, they have already admitted their obligations in this connection. This is perfectly 
clear and we cannot get away from it. · 

I am not making any proposal calculated to interrupt the continuity of our work, of which 
so much has been said in the last few days. On the contrary, my object is to safeguard that 

· continuity. For a long time past the League has been discussing how to give effect to the 
clause of the Covenant to which I have just referred. At its session from November 25th to 
December 4th, 1920, the Permanent Advisory Commission framed a " questionnaire to be 
forwarded to States concerned for the exchange of information regarding armaments ", to 
which twenty-three tables were annexed. The Council approved the questionnaire at its 
meeting on December 12th, 1920, but, as you are aware, it has never actually been employed ·UP 
to the present. I should have no objection, if you think fit, to reverting to this questionnaire 
which-! should like to emphasise this point-has been approved by the Council. It contains 
ideas analogous to those which I myself wished to carry out by means of_the tables that I have 
put before you. I would ask you then, gentlemen, to regard my proposal as a means of facilitat-
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ing our work at the second reading ; I would ask you to consider it as a part of the second 
reading, with ~hic_h '!'e ~ust now proceed, in accor?ance wi~h the wishes expressed by the 1927 
Assembly and 1ts InJunction to conclude our techmcal stud1es as soon as possible. 

Lor~ _CusHENDUN (Brit~s~ _Empire). - I do not rise for the purpose of offering any sort 
of oppo~Itlon t?, or even cntlcts~ of, wha~ Co~nt Bernstorff has just said. All I venture to 
sugge~t 1s th~t 1t may prove very mconvement 1f we take up the particular point he has raised 
and d1_scuss 1t at the present moment. I do not know whether Count Bernstorff would feel 
that h1s purpose was sufficiently achieved by his having made the statement to which we have 
just listened, but if we were following any strict order of-procedure, I should suggest this is 
really not the momen~ for this particular proposition. 
. I have n?t examu~ed the draft Conv~ntion from t~is point of view, but my recollection 
IS that there 1s a certam clause or clauses m the synoptic t~xt where this particular proposal 
would be releva!'t, and I _should have thou_ght the proper hme for discussing it was when we 
come to that pomt. If h1s P!oposal were discussed now, it might lead to a debate of consider
able lenf?th. Soll_le of ~s mif?h~ even h~ve ~o consult technical departments with regard to 
the precise form m wh1ch this mformatlon IS to be given, but, at all events, I should have 
thought that for the moment, unless Count Bernstorff insists on our discussin this oint 
the. last paragraph but o':'e of the dra~t resolution submitted by the Bureau thi! morni~g, t~ 
which you h_ave referre~. 1s the ?ne wh1ch .should now occupy our attention, because, as Count 
Bem~t.orff himself ha~ JUStly pomted out, If t~e decision of the Commission should be that the 
prov1s1ons of the Sov1et Draft are to be examm~d by the various Governments with a view to 

• • 



ascertaining whether they will not furnish valuable matt>rial for the second rt>ading. it i!! ~ 
dear that, if that is accepted, it will obviously be impossible to proceed straight away with 
the second reading, part of which would be concerned with the point he has now raised. 

I think, therefore, it would be convt>nient, at all events in some form, to discuss the question 
raised in that paragraph. which was raised in an equally precise form-perhaps in l\ rather 
more precise form-this morning by Mr. Gibson and also by M. Politis. Otherwise, we shall 
get out of order and embark on a number of disjointed discussions which may perhaps make 
it very difficult to return to the main point which we have to take into consideration. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I may perhaps answer Lord Cushendun right away 
in a few words. If the question is now to be decided whether there is to be a second rending 
at once, or whether it is going to be put off-I do not know, of course, how h1r-it is clear 
that I cannot expect that my proposal should be taken up now, bt'Cause it is entirely bound up 
with the second reading, for which I may say at once we still have quite a lot of amendments 
if you are ready to take up the second reading now. Of course, we do not at nil object to the 
discussion of our proposal being put off until the second reading. We brought it up because we 
had been told that this third item of the agenda was put down so that everybody could bring 
forward proposals which they thought useful in regard to the question of disarmament. I 
should be very glad if my colleagues would take up this matter at the second reading, whenever 
it may take place-a point which we are now going to discuss. But in rase the majority should 
decide to put off the second reading-! do not know for how long-1 would certainly take 
occasion in the Third Committee of the Assembly to return to this question, because, as I 
said at the beginning of my speech, we consider the question of publicity should be one of 
the most important in the whole matter of disarmament. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - I only want to acknowledge that Count Dcrnstorf! 
appears to have met the point I have raised in a most reasonable spirit, and I thank him for 
'doing so. I quite acknowledge that, if it should be the decision of the Commis~ion to postpone 
the second reading until a future date, Count Bernstorff will be extremely well entitled to do 
as he proposes and bring this particular point in which he is intt•rested before the Third Com
mittee of the Assembly. I wish to make it quite clear that I do not express any sort of opllosi
tion to the merits of the point he has raised, which I confess is not really prt!sent to my nund ; 
I do not know exactly how it would work out. I am speaking merely of the convenience of 
the time at which it should be brought forward-as to which Count Bernstorff has met us In 
such a very reasonable spirit. 

The PRESIDENT. - What has just been said by Lord Cushendun and Count Bcrn~torff is 
entirely in conformity with the views of the Bureau, and we had already prepared the following 
draft resolution : 

• • 

" The Commission : 
"I. Notes the proposals submitted by the German delegation regarding improve

ments in the League of Nations Armaments Year-Book, and, while reserving the examin
ation of these proposals until its next session, commends them to the attention of the 
various Governments. 

" II. Decides to leave its President free to fix, according to circumstances, the date 
at which it would be most practically useful to convene a new ~ession of the Commission 
to proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments, regard being had to the progress of the work of the Committee on Arbitra
tion and Security and to any observations submitted by Governments in regard to the 
draft Convention of the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet l{epublics, and to the 
above-mentioned proposal regarding the Armaments Year-Book. . 

"This meeting will have to be held before the next meeting of the Assembly." 
Before deciding upon the final text, I should like to ask if any delegates wish to speak 

on the actual substance of the resolution. 

General DE 1\IARINIS (Italy). - The Italian delegation is quite ready to go on to the 
second reading at once if the majority of the Commission desire to do so, but I must confess 
that I do not entertain any hope that the second reading would produce more tangible results 
than the first. For this reason I would not advise the Preparatory Commission to embark 
upon the. second reading now. 

If the majority of the Commission consider that the moment has not yet come, I should 
be prepared wholeheartedly to support the judicious suggestions put forward this morning 
by .Mr. Gibson, namely, that we should p~stpone ou~ !!ext session until there is some h_ope 
of reaching an agreement and should not nsk a repetition of the results of the first readmg. 
Mr. Gibson demonstrated very clearly that, if the Commission means to reach an agreement, 
we must allow time for conversations to take place between the Governments, with a view 
to eliminating the most salient points of difference. Accordingly, if the Commission is in 

• favour of postponing the second reading, I see no reason why we should fix any particular 
date or lay down that it is to be before the next Assembly. We are always making the mistake 
of trying to settle the question a few weeks or a few months earlier. If the Commission thinks 
fit to postpone the se_cond reading, it .should have complet~ confidence in the authority and 
experience of the PrCSident and leave h1m to fix the date for it. I would entreat my colleagues 
not to regard this question of a date as decisive, but to concern themselves with the respon
sibility which we shall incur when we come to the second reading if we lay ourselves open again 
t9 the possibility of failure. 



Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I have no i~tention of ma~ing a long speech, but simply 
wish to ask a question and trust that an answer will be forthcommg. 

In the first place, however, I desire to congratulate the Bureau on its promptitude in 
preparing a resolution even before the discussion had taken place or the members of the 
Commission had expressed their opinion. 

Secondly, as regards the first paragraph, I should be grateful i! it could be explicitly 
stated that the object of the proposal submitted by the German delegah~n was that J?aragraph 
6 of Article 8 of the Covenant might be carried into effect. We regard this ·as a most 1mportant 
point. 

I come now to my question. When the. Preparatory ~ommissi~n _decide~ to reject ~he 
radical proposals submitted by the representative of the Umon of Socialist SoVIet Republics, 
I thought that there would be an irresistible desire on the part of all of us, as members of an 
organ of the League, to show that, while we were not prepared to go as far_ as the Soviet sc~eme, 
we wished at all events to prove that we had the courage, the authonty and the desrre to 
take the first step. I regret that our discussions should conclude with a resolution proposing 
that we should do nothing at all when we have been accused by the representative of the 
Soviet Government of having done nothing. This resolution reminds me of the old song: 
"Malbrough s'en va-t-en guerre, ne sait quand reviendra: II reviendra-z-·a Paques ou a la 
Trinite." 

For the third time we have been asked to pass a resolution to do nothing and go home; 
for the third time we have been told that next time we shall dq something. But I cannot 
vote a third time for a resolution barren of results. 

You know quite well I am in an exceptional position. I do -not care to talk about it, 
but I must do so for a few minutes. At Versailles we were given a draft declaring that the 
other Powers were going to disarm. If there is any intention of extending this draft, which 
we bring out on every occasion, we must at all events be told why. We are very indulgent 
creditors. We have always said: One step will do. But even that one step has not been 
taken. It is usual for creditors to receive at all events something on account, but we have not 
even had that. Again, gentlemen, I would remind you that M. Politis, with his customary 
eloquence aQd lucidity, proved that the total disarmament of Germany was incompatible 
with the terms of the Covenant. There is only one possible solution for this situation, namely, 
that the other Powers should descend to our level and come within the limits laid down in 
Article 8 of the Covenant. All we ask is that the first step should be taken. 

I began by saying that I had a question to ask. This is ft : Why do you wish to postpone 
the second reading ? Are there any serious grounds for doing so? Have we not come here 
to try and eliminate whatever difficulties ;may exist ? Let us begin with the second reading: 
Let us see what difficulties still exist. Let us telegraph to our Governments to ask if they can 
agree on these various points. I quite realise thattheGovernmentsmustcometo an agreement, 
for otherwise we cannot get on. But, gentlemen, I must point out, to my great regret, that 
during the last two years we have had no influence whatsoever on our Governments. They 
have done nothing at all in regard to our proposals, Are they going to do anything now ? 
I do not know, but I may say that, unless I have an explicit assurance that they are at present 
taking steps to eliminate the difficulties which lie in our way, I cannot vote for the resolution 
now before us. 

~- LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - I take it the discussion is going 
on With regard to both resolutions-the draft resolution which was presented this morning 
and the second resolution. What I have to say is the result of the first draft resolution t!li.s 
morning, although it has also a bearing on the last part of the second resolution with regard 
to the fixing of a date for the next session of the Preparatory Commission. 

I pointed out in my speech yesterday that the opinions expressed by most of the dele
~ates here with regard to our draft Convention leave no room for doubt as to the fate awaiting 
It at the hands of the Preparatory Commission. If the slightest doubts could have remained, 
these would have been immediately dissipated by the wording of the resolution drawn up to-day, 
the clarity of which left nothing to be desired. 

. The Soviet delegation· notes with profound regret-which I am sure will be shared by 
the broad mass of the people in all countries whose aspirations have been so little understood 
by many of the speakers here-that the Preparatory Commission and most of the delegations 
represented here completely and resolutely reject, on behalf of their Governments, not only 
our dr~ft Convention fo~ total general disarmame~t but the very idea of total general disarma
ment Itself. I saY: the Idea, because the r~solutJon drawn up to-day refutes the principle of 
t?tal and general disarmament even as a baSis for the further work of the Preparatory Commis
SIOn. T~e resolution does n?t even speak of transmitting our proposals to the Governments 
or the Disarmam~nt Conferen~e, as the h?nourable representative of Turkey proposed to-day, 
bu~ merely mentions the possible extractmg from our draft Convention of individual articles 
which may serve as material for .other scilem~.s quite foreign to the spirit of our proposal. 
As I remarked yesterday, we clatm no copyr~ght for our draft Convention and anyone is 
welcome to make a.ny use he cares of.any of its articles for any purpose .. I ~ust insist, how
ever! that the ~OVIet Government will take no ~esponsibility for, nor give its name to, any 
partial use of Its scilemes. Moreover, the. SoVIet delegation and the Soviet Government 



will not _consider themselves bound, either formally or politically, by isolated articlt>s torn 
from the!I' context should these not tend to serve the ultimate end for which the Draft was 
drawn up--total general disarmament. The Soviet ddt'gation therefore reservt>s to itself 
the right to oppose or vote against individual articles from its own drnft Convention should 
these be included in any other schemes foreign to its spirit and ultimate aim. 

In_its note of January 16~h, 1926, in reply to the in':itation from the Council of the Lt>ague 
of Na~10ns. to send a d~legat10n .to the Preparatory Dtsar~am~nt Commission, the People's 
~omnussanat for Foretgn Affaus stated that the Sovtet Government attributed grt>at 
u~~ort:mce t? ~ endeavours to reduce the dangers of war and lightt'n the burden of 
militansm wetghing down the shoulders of the popular massrs. I said, at the fourth srssion, 

. in my declaration of November 30th last, that, while insisting in every way on the nece!>.~ity 
for total dis'!-rmament, ".the Soviet dele?ation was ready ~o take part in every considt~ration 
of the question of reducmg armaments m so far as practical measures really aimed towards 
gen_eral disarmament were under consideration". In accordance with these dt~clarations, 
the Soviet delegation is now forced to ask itself, faced with the fait tlccompli of the rl'jediun by 
the Preparatory Disarmament Commission of its draft Convention for total disarmnmt•nt, what 
ought to be its next step towards the achievement of the aim it has set itself, which still rcnlllins 
and always will remain total general disarmament. Since most of the dclt•gatcs here countcrt'd 
our proposals for general total disarmament with the idea of partial gradual disarmament
that is to say, the reduction of existing armaments by easy stages-the Soviet ddt•gntion hns 
decided to look for common ground with the other delt-gatl's, if only in the sphere of such 
partial disarmament. Let the other delegates regard such disarmament ns an end in itself, 
beyond which they consider it impossible or inexpedient to go-the Soviet dclt•glltion will 
regard it as the first stage on the way to total disarmament. The lack of an ultimate nim In 
common with the other delegations ought not to be allowed to prevent us from working together 
for the achievement of the immediate aim-the red11ction of armaments-if we can only hit 
upon a common idiom if only in this limited field. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the substitution of the principle of total by that of 
partial disarmament by no means tends to the abolition of armed conflicts, although it is ready 
to admit that it is possible that it might tend to the diminution of their frequency, inasmuch 
as the increase of armaments is in itself one of the causes of the incidence of war. 

The reduction of armaments may, moreover, have extremely dc~irablc ef!ects in casing 
the burden of militarism and relaxing the screw of taxation for the people of all countries, as 
well as freeing human forces for more productive labour and budgetary means for more useful ends. 
The reduction of armaments, if it proceeds along the channels which will be suggested by the 
Soviet delegation, might also result in minimising the horrors of war. 

The Soviet delegation notes that the Preparatory Commission has not at its 
disposal any scheme for partial disarmament which might serve as the object of immediate 
consideration. 

, While refraining from any criticism of those schemes which got so far as a flrst reading 
(although the Soviet delegation could say a great deal about them if it had the opportunity), 
we regard it as established that they evoked in the Commission itself dissensions to this day 
impossible to reconcile, despite the fact that twelve months have elapsed since their first 
reading. The Preparatory Commission has met twice during these months, but the dissensions 
mentioned have made it impossible for it even to consider the projects. I am perhaps 
anticipating your decision with regard to the third point on the agenda that is being considered 
by us, but it is quite clear from the proposed resolution that there is scarcely any hope of 
proceeding to the second reading of these projects during the present session. Nay, more: 
some of the delegates, including a member of. the Bureau of our Commission, M. Politis, acting 
upon their knowledge of the matter and the proposals of their Governments, suggested 
adjourning the present session of the Preparatory Commission without fixing a date for the 

• ~xt. This shows that they have very little hope of ever getting the existing differences 
settled within any period of time that can be fixed. If these differences could not be settled 
in the course of twelve months, and as we have received no information as to a single difference 
having been reconciled during this period, what guarantee have we that they will be settled 
during the next twelve months or at any time whatsoever ? This actually means that we 
are face to face with the liquidation of the work of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission 
either provisionally or finally, since its further convening appears to depend not on its own 
wish or on its President's, to whom its convocation is entrusted, but on external factors, over 
which neither the Commission nor its President has any control. This makes it all the more 
appropriate and timely to present a fresh Convention. I therefore have the honour to inform 
the Preparatory Commission that such a Draft will be presented by the Soviet delegation and 
distributed to the delegates (Annex 5) through the Secretariat of the League of Nations to
morrow morning or, if it is convenient, even to-day. After this has been done, I will venture to offer 
some explanation of the principles on which its individual parts have been constructed. The 
Soviet delegation will ask the Preparatory Commission to proceed at the present session to the 
first reading of this draft Convention, first expressing its preliminary opinion on its fundamental 
principles. To avoid misunderstandings, I hasten to add that I offer this draft Convention 
by way of a basis for consideration, attributing enormous importance to the acceptance of 
its fundamental principles and leaving its less essential articles open for possible correction, 
alteration and supplement, or even substitution by others. 

In conclusion, I consider it necessary once more to declare that we regard our proposal 
merely as a first step towards the carrying out of total disarmament, and that the Soviet 
delegation reserves to itself the right to present a fresh proposal for fJUther reduction of arma
ments not later than two years after the ac~ptance of this new draft Convention. The 
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delegation also reserves to itself tlie right, independently_of acceptance or non-acce~tance of its 
draft Convention, to return to its original draft Convention for total and general disarmament 
at the coming International Disarmament Conference. 

Tewlik RoucHDI Bey (Turkey). - I. had ask~d to spea.k in ?rder to explain th~ vi~ws 
of the Turkish delegation on Item 3 of the agenda, m connection w1th the draft reso!uhon JUSt 
distributed, but, as the statement just made by the delegate of Italy exactly vo1ces those 
views, it seems superfluous for me to revert to them. · 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - Mr. President-! do not rise in order to make a!ly 
comment upon the speech which was made just now by_ the honoura~Je deleg~te of the Sov1et. 
Republic, except that I should like to pay 1t the coll?phJ?e.nt of saytng_ that 1t appears to ~e 
to have been skilfully drafted for the purpose for wh1ch 1t 1s no doubt mtended and to wh1ch 
I have no doubt it will be devoted. My object in asking to say·a few words wasrather to 
attempt to remove a misapprehension which I think may possibly arise from the speech made 
just now by Count Bernstorff. . 

In the course of his speech Count Bernstorff several times employed the phrase "the 
first step ". He indicated that, if the Commission did ~ot now proceed wit~ the second 
reading, they would be open to the rep~oach of not. even takmg the first step, and m ~he cour;;e 
of his speech he referred to the provlSlons of Article 8 of the Covenant. I am qmte certam 
that he had no intention whatever of causing any misapprehension, but it seems to me possible 
that some of his hearers who know what Article 8 has laid down, on hearing the -reiteration 
of the phrase "the first step", may have drawn the conclusion that what Count Bernstorff 
intended to imply was that no first step had been taken to comply with Article 8. I am, of 
course, only entitled to speak for my own country, but certainly such a phrase is entirely 
inapplicable to our case. 

If any second reading of these draft Conventions is agreed upon, as I hope it may be, 
it will by no means be the first step so far as Great Britain is concerned to comply with Article 8. 
This is not the appropriate time, of course, for going into details with figures, but when we 
come to discuss the details of the draft Conventions, I shall be prepared to give the figures, 
and I venture to think those figures, so far as Great Britain is concerned, will be very surprising 
to many members of the Commission who think my country has been backward in the matter 
of disarmament. I can show by reference to the strength of all the military services, even the 
army-our army, as everybody knows, is in any case a small one,even in the case of the army, 
still more conspicuously in the case of the navy, and also very conspicuously in the case of 
the air service, I can show enormous reductions of strength, enormous scrapping of war material 
and enormous e.conomy in military expenditure with reference to all those services. As I. 
say, I do not want to go into any detail with regard to them now, which I think would be 
inappropriate, but I hope the members of the Commission and those who may read of our 
proceedings in the larger world outside will not imagine-! believe the same is true of other 
nations, though I cannot speak for them-and I believe it would be a very great mistake to 
assume, that the first step in disarmament lies before us. ·We have travelled a very long road 
on the path of disarmament towards the goal which we desire to reach, which is compliance 
and strict compliance with Articie 8 of the Covenant, and if, for the reasons which have been 
intimated, we are unable to continue in that work at the present moment, do not let that 
pessimistic view be put forward, and let the true facts be realised. 

Count BE~NSTORFF (Germany). - May I right away answer in a few words the speech 
of ~ord Cushendun. Far be it from me in any manner to criticise or even minimise any steps 
wh1ch may be or have been taken by any of the Governments on their own initiative. Lord 
Cushendun must have misunderstood me, for that was not at all what I meant. I was only 
speakil_lg of the work which has been given to this CommiSsion by the League of Nations, and., 
accordmg to the programme which has been given by the League of Nations to this Commission, 
we. have irr the course of the last two years come to an agreement on one point, if not on other· 
pomts-we have ·come to the agreement that the disarmament plan of the League should 
be made in instalments, and what we now ask for is the first instalment, which was to be the 
first Disarma.ment Conference. We do not ask for anything else but the speedy convocation 
of the first D1sarll?.ament Conference for the purpose of making the first instalment of disarma
ment. I should like t.o make t~at absolutely clear; we do not ask for anything else, we never 
ha':'e and we ne.ver Will ; that 1~ all we ;.vant, and we do believe that the political difficulties 
w~tch are opposmg the convocation of thts first Conference are so small that if, .in a few months, 
th1~ ~onfe_rence ;.vere to be. called, th~ Governments would have ample time to get over the 
pohtJcal_d1fficulties. That IS why I Will later be able to make another proposal. · 

Whtle on my feet, I should like right away also to say a few words on the Russian proposal. 
If I have understood M. Litvinoff aright, it seems to me that the first resolution submitted to 
the Commission has be~?me superfluous, because, as far as I understand, he has now put 
before us a new propos1bon wh1ch ·more or less takes the place of the first. I do not know 
whet~er I have understood. him aright. At any rate, whichever of the methods it is, I would 
certa!nly be very pleased 1f he could have the occasion of submitting his proposal to this 
meetmg. 

M. LITVINOFF (U!lion of ~ocialisfSoviet Republics). - In reply to Count Bernstorff, I 
regret that I h8;ve to dtsagree With what he says if he means that the first resolution has become 
supe~fluous owmg to the f~ct tha! we have introduced a new draft Convention. In my opinion, 
that IS not the case. I dtd not mtroduce this- second Draft before, because we still had somt 

' 



hope tha~ you would accept our proposal for total general disarmament. It is only becuuse 
we take 1t for granted that our proposal has bt>en rejected that we bring in these new 
proposals for partial disarmament. 

It is true the resolution has not been put to the vote, but since no one objected to the 
resolution except Count Bernstorff, and he only on the ground that it was connected with the 
fixing of the date for the second reading, I take it the vote has been already passed, if not 
formally, at least in fact. If this resolution is not accepted, I shall revert to our first proposnl 
for total general disarmament : that is obvious. ' · · 

M. PoLITIS (Greece). - I wish to make a short statement in order to diSsipate any 
misunderstanding as regards some words of mine quoted by Count Bcrnstortl. I put before 
you a view, which I believe to be correct, to the etlect that immediate, complt'hl and gcnerul 
disarmament is absolutely incompatible with the principles of the League, but I did not allude 
to any country in particular. What I meant to say was that, if all the States Members of 
the League gave up their present armaments, the application of the Covennnt, nnd more 
particularly of Article 16, would be impossible. Obviously, however, the present structure 
of the League does admit of some exceptions in regard to certain countries Members of the 
League. 

I need only quote one country which is not taking part in our present discussions: I 
mean Switzerland. In its resolution of February 12th, 1920, the Council agreed to the terms 
proposed by Switzerland in regard to her entry into the League. This resolution lays down 
explicitly that Switzerland, although a Member of the League, shall not be bound, in view of 
her special and exceptional situation, to participate in any military action taken by the League. 

This shows that exceptions are possible in the application of the Covenant and thnt in 
exceptional cases States may not be required to undertake the same military responsibilities 
towards the League as other Members. 

This is all I wished to say. My general principle holds good apart from Cl.'rtain exceptions, 
and these I mentioned. 

Count CLAUZEL (France). - After Lord Cushendun and M. Politis, it is now my turn 
to reply to some of Count Bernstorff's allegations. He will not be surprised, for it is not 
the first time that I have had the honour of replying to him upon this point, and I will ask 
your indulgence if my arguments are no newer than the charges to which they are replying. 

Count Bernstorff, who comes here as a creditor, once again seems in a great hurry to 
recover his debt. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - This debt is of ten years' standing I 

Count CLAUZEL (France). - Ten years, Count Bernstorff has just said I He will allow 
me to remind him that this credit, of the value of which I will speak in a moment, was attached 
to certain obligations accepted by his Government and that, according to the Treaties, these 
obligations were to be fulfilled within six months or a year, but it has, as a matter of fact, 
required seven years to fulfil them. 

That being so, he will perhaps not be so very much surprised that it has taken some time 
to meet his demands of to-day. I may, however, be allowed to point out that the bill which 
he presents to the League may be a bill without cover. It is based upon two texts : on Article 8, 
which I had the honour to introduce into the discussion at the beginning and even before m>'_ 
friend M. Sato, leaving it to the skill of M. Politis to develop all its bearings. Count Bernstorff s 
bill is also based upon the Preamble to Part V of the Treaty of Versailles, to which I have 

• ~eady referred on several occasions. This Preamble is as follows: 

" In order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments 
of all nations, Germany undertakes ...• ". 

. Then follow the clauses imposed upon Germany by the Treaty of Versailles. The only 
reference, therefore, is. to preparation of a limitation of armaments. M. Paul-Boncour, for 
whom I have the honour to deputise, has interpreted this text in a very wide and generous 
sense. · He interpreted it as a legal and moral undertaking and in that form it has been accepted 
both by Count Bernstorff and by public opinion. 

In continuation of what Lord Cushendun was saying, I would like to point out that that 
moral obligation has been fulfilled by the French Government just as it has been fulfilled by 
Great Britain. France made it a point to be the first to effect the reductions of armaments 
provided for, without even awaiting the result of deliberations which, I admit, take a long 
time and which we conld have wished more rapid. I will not quote figures any more than 
the British representative has done. I will only remind you that, in 1922, Lord Cecil, in one 
of the League of Nations committees, paid a tribute to the efforts made by many countries, 
not. only by his own and mine, to carry out reductions of armaments corresponding to the 
moral undertaking contained in the first par~aph ~f Arti~le 8 of the Covenant. · . 

When the time comes, the French delegation will furniSh figures, as Lord Cushendun w1ll 
do. -In point of fact, these figures are already pretty generally known since the last military 
Law was voted by the French Chamber, and they can have left no doubt not only of France's 
pacific intentions but of her firm determination to effect all possible reductions of armaments 
within the limits of her own security. , • 



As regards the legal aspect of the undertaking, that is obviously a matter £or the ?rep3;f
atory Commission: We have done all we c~n; other spe~kers have. already explamed 1t, 
and M. Politis this morning thanked the Sov1et representative for .haVlng enlarged the scope 
of our discussion, so that public opinion and propagandist.s of ~ll kmds could no longer doubt 
the efforts we have made, in spite of certain regrettable d1vers10ns. 

We came here, I repeat, with the desire to succeed .. 1}le French de~egati~n was prepared 
to take the second reading of the two French and Bntam Drafts wh1ch had already been 
discussed. Like the Italian delegation, it was quite ready to discuss those Drafts. However, 
we are nofhere to outbid one another in any direction; Yesterday I gave certain reasons why 
the Commission should very seriously consider whether it could embark upon t~is discussion 
amid the confusion which has been imported into our programme by the success1ve proposals 
from the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Rep.ublics, or _whether it ought ~o refer these 
proposals to Governments. Lord Cushen?un made th1s·suggesbon the fi~st day m order that 
the second reading might be undertaken m that atmosphere of calm which Will alone enable 
us to arrive at a satisfactory solution. 

We are certainly not entitled to neglect the advantages of the negotiations which are at 
present taking place, and which I hope may largely contribute towards our success. But 
since yesterday, since this morning even, it seems to me that we have taken a serious step 
backwards. 

Certain speakers have gone some way towards meeting the proposals of the Soviet delega
tion. In order to show that delegation and public opinion and the working classes, which the 
Soviet delegation claims to represent, that we are profoundly desirous of welcoming any 
proposals submitted to us, and although the Soviet proposals arrived at the eleventh hour, 
though it was not our fault that the Soviet Government did not formulate them sooner, we 
suggested that they should be placed on the same footing as those with which we had already 
been presented. Now, at the very last moment, M. Litvinoff makes new proposals, and 
submits a new Draft for a first reading. We are th!!refore asked to go back to last November 
-and that at a time when several members of the Commission, Count Bernstorff in particular, 
are accusing us of going too slowly and not proceeding at once to the second reading-we 
are now asked tore-embark upon a first reading of a text with which weare not even acquainted. 

I must apologise for a charge I hope is unfounded. Yesterday M. Litvinoff declared that 
he had no intention of bringing charges against the League of Nations based upon differences 
in political thought. But if public opinion is to be given the impression that the League of 
Nations is finding it very difficult to solve the hardest problem with which it is faced, and that 
it is hesitating to attack the problem of the limitation of armaments with the necessary courage, 
that impression is entirely false. On the contrary, thanks to Lord Cushendun· and other 
speakers, the amplitude of our discussion proves that the League of Nations and the Prepara
tory Commission are willing to examine all proposals. I will ask the Commission to consider 
this very definite question raised by the new proposals which the representative of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics has announced : Does it wish to go back to a first reading and 
thus put the clock back ? Would it not be better to follow the wise ·proposal of the Bureau 
and take a deliberate step forward, without refusing-and without its being possible to say 
that we have refused-the collaboration offered to us, but within the compass of our earlier 
discussions, and with a desire to arrive at a conclusion along those lines as soon as possible ? 

Count BERNSToRFF (Germany). - I have no desire to prolong the discussion but I feel 
called upon to say a few words. I am accustomed to this little controversy which Count 

• Clauzel h~s again entered upon wit~ that never-failing courtesy of his. If we want to know 
the meanmg of the Treaty of Versailles, I would suggest that M. Clemenceau, who spoke in 
the name of the Allied and Associated Powers, is its best interpreter. In the note of June 
16th, 1919, M. Clemenceau, speaking on behalf of those Powers, replied as follows to our 
observations : 

" !he disa!111:am~nt of Germany con.stitutes the first step towards that general 
reduction and hm1tatlon of armaments whtch the aforesaid Powers are seeking to realise 
as one of the best means for the prevention of war-a reduction and limitation of arma
ments which the League of Nations will be called upon to introduce as one of its firs't 
duties." 

. ~here can, I think, be no p.ossible doubt as to the intention of M. Clemenceau's words. 
It IS ~ndeed unnecessary for me to recall this note, since M. Paul-Boncour stated, at an official 
meetmg, that this constituted a moral and legal obligation. 

A~ regards the mor~ oblig~tion, everyone is at liberty to examine his own conscience and 
to d~1de whether he will or will not fulfil it. But the legal obligation is on another footin 
~n t~1s case t,here c~, I think, be no question of generosity. We do not anticipate generosit;· 
or ermany s expenence of the last few yearu has not led her to expect it. · 0 ' 
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· I regret that there should have been a misunderstanding in reg;trd to M. Litvinoff's pro
posal_s. I only meant to say that, if we are going to consider his second proposals, as I hope we 
are •. 1t would s~em that the other proposals could be put aside. If, however, M. Litvinoff 
dec1_des to retam _them should the second proposals not be accepted, that is, of course, his 
a~arr and not mme. In any case, I would like to say tha~ I support any proposals for 
~sarmament from whatever source they come. Germany wtll welcome anyone who dt'sires 
disarmament. 

I have not yet received a reply to my question as to why the second reading should be 
postponed: Count C:lauzel has just said that the question is complicated by the proposals 
of the Sovtet delegation. I have had the honour of belonging to this Preparatory Commission 
for the l_ast two years and on at le_ast twenty occasions speakers have stated that our work here 
w~ entrrely useless because Russia was not represented. Now when the Soviet ddcgatcs are 
wtth us for the first time and say that they desire to discuss matters with us, tho fact is to be 
taken as a pretext for doing nothing. 

C~unt CL~UZEL (France). - I must apologise for speaking again but this time I will be 
exceedmgly bnef. Count Bernstorff has now presented me, ns representative of France, with 
a fresh bill and I feel bound to meet it at once. He has introduced into our discussion the 
name of M. Clemenceau, who was Head of the French Government nt the time of the signing 
of the. Treaty of Versailles. He quoted a letter of M. Clemenceau with which nil of us nre 
well acquainted, and which really only contains the substance of the Preamble of Pnrt V of. the 
Versailles Treaty; I quoted to you the passage in question just now. 

In the letter M. Clemenceau spoke of a first step towards the limitation of armaments. 
As I said, we have taken that first step in fulfilment of the moral obligation we had incurred 
and to which M. Paul-Boncour and now Count Bernstorff have aUudcd. The latter now 
reminds us of a legal obligation. I must point out that this legal obligation does not arise 
out of the Preamble to Part V of the Treaty of Versailles or from M. Clcmenceau's letter. 
That undertaking cannot be imposed upon States represented on the Preparatory Commi~sion 
for the Disarmament Conference which did not sign the Treaty of Versailles. The only legal 
undertaking for the latter is contained in Article 8 of the Covenant - I apologise for 
saying it again -upon which M. Politis has commented so clearly and so accurately. If it 
is our wish to fulfil this legal obligation as soon as possible and to take the first step referred 
to with the least possible delay - these are M. Clemenceau's words in the letter quoted by 
Count Bernstorff - I would strongly urge that we should allow no diversions but should 
continue as quickly as possible along the path laid down for us and upon which we have 
already entered. 

The PRESIDENT. - M. Litvinoff, finding .that the draft Convention for total disarmament 
which he submitted to us has not been accepted, has announced his intention of presenting 
us with a new Draft relating to partial disarmament. I must inform him that we cannot 
possibly discuss a new Draft at present. The Soviet delegation can send us its proposals, 
which will be placed upon the agenda of our next session, but I must tell him at once, and 
even before being acquainted with the Draft, that it can in no circumstances be examined 
during the present session. 

With regard to the date of the next session, I would say, in reply to Count Bernstorff, that 
I do not understand how, in view of the text of the resolution before him, he can blame us 
for not fixing even an approxima~e date for that meeting. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I only said that I had not been told why the second 
• roading should be postponed. 

The PRESIDENT. - I will give them you at once, though you must be acquainted with 
them already. You know that nothing could be more satisfactory to us, and to me in parti
cular, than to proceed to the second re:'-d~ng of the draft C~myention, but as I h~ve said ~i~e 
after time-and I think the great maJOnty of the CommlSston have agreed With me-1t IS 
absolutely useless to undertake the second reading until the Governments most closely concerned 
have come to an agreement on the points on which they differ. Yesterday Count Clauzel 
practically assured us that these negotiations-for which we were all so anxious and which 
I myself have so frequently advocated-are r~~ progr~sing ~ell: ~e fact that Count 
Clauzel.made this formal statement yesterday justllies us m nounshmg h1gh hopes. In the 
circumstances, I ask you, Why should we start the second reading now ? Why not wait 
and accept the draft resolution submitted by the Bureau, in which it is proposed that the 
next session of the Commission shall take place in any event before the Assembly ? General de 
Marinis and Mr. Gibson have been so very kind as to leave it entirely to me to fix the date. 
I can tell you here and now that the date will be before the next Assembly, though I cannot 
say exactly how many weeks or how many days before. I am quite prepared to give an unde_r
taking to th_at effect, p~cularly as I am completely confident that what Count Clauzel sa1d 
yesterday will come to pass. 

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - I only wish to say that I ~m also of opinion that ~o go_od 
urpose wonld be served by p~oceeding to _the second readmg of our Draft. On thiS pomt f am entirely in agreement wtth the Pres1de~t and Count Clauzel and other speakers. I . . 
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venture, however, to add that the reason why I think it is better ~me~ more to adjou_m the 
Commission and postpone the second reading o! our draft Conve~tlon IS that •. accord.mg to 
the information given yesterday, the conversations between certam Powers With a v1ew to 
overcoming the obstacles which. prevented us from conclu~ing our work last year have not 
yet terminated successfully. Fortunately, Count Clauzel mformed us that th~re. was good . 
hope that these negotiations would shortly bring about important results, and 1t IS for that 
reason that I feel the best thing we can do is to await their conclusion. I would JV.erely express 
the hope that these negotiations will very shortly be crowned :with complete success. 

While expressing thus, for the reason I have just given, my agreement with the President'~ 
proposal, I wonder, however, whether it would not be advisab~e to ma~e certain changes 
in the draft resolution which has been submitted to us. Accordmg to th1s draft, we should 
adjourn our work and entrust our President with the ~ask of sum~on~ng another II_Ieeting, 
regard being had to the progress of the work of t~e Committee on Ar~1trabon a':d Secunty, etc. 
In my view, these reasons are not of the first Importance ; the mam reason IS. that we have 
to await the conclusion of the conversations now in progress between certam Powers. I 
venture, therefore, to propose that the end of the second paragraph of the resoluti~n be deleted. 

The PRESIDENT. - Before calling upon another speaker, I should like to tell M. Hennings 
at once that I quite agree with what he has said. It is perfectly true that the final phrase 
" regard being had to the progress of the work . . . " is not absolutely necessary ; it refers 
rather to the programme for the next session. In the circumstances, I think we might simply 
delete that part of the paragraph. 

The new text of this paragraph would then be as follows : 

"II. Decides to leave its President free to fix according to circumstances the date 
at which it would be most practically useful to convene a new session of the Commission 
to proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments, and expresses the desire that the date. of the next session may be fixed in 
any case before the meeting of the next Assembly. " 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I understand, Mr. President, that your amendment, 
consisting of the addition of the words " expresses the desire . . . ", represents, so to speak, 
a semi-acceptance of the proposal made by Mr. Gibson and myself and supported by the 
honourable representative of Turkey, to whom I have pleasure in offering my best thanks. . 

If you are satisfied with this formula-that, instead of relying entirely on you, the Com
mission expresses a desire to meet again before the Assembly-I have no difficulty in accepting 
it. Frankness compels me to state, however, that I know nothing of the reasons upon which 
the good hopes expressed by the French representative are founded, and I must remind you 
that the country I have the honour to represent has.formulated a number of reservations to 
the Draft, and that these reservations remain unaltered. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I should like to say, Mr. President, with all the respect 
. I feel for you, and in virtue of our old friendship, that I have no doubt whatever but am abso
lutely convinced that you will do everything in your power to reach a successful conclusion of 
our work. I am sure you will make every effort to point out to the Governments that a 
forward step must be taken towards disarmament. But, at the first meeting of this session, 
you yourself stated that your appeals to the Governments had hitherto fallen on deaf ears 
and I fear that they will be equally fruitless in the future. The experience we have had doe; 
not allow us to believe that the Preparatory Commission will be listened to. I observe alrea&y 
that the majority of the Commission proposes to reverse the unanimous decision reached at 
the last sessi?n tl).at the ~ec?nd readi~g should ~e .taken now. As Mr. Gibson said, nothing can 
be done agamst the maJonty, and, If the maJonty reaches such a decision, the minority of 
course, has to submit. I can only say : ·~ Victrix causa diis placuit, sed victa Catcini ". ' 

~ly object in saying this is to assist you in your dealings with the Governments for we 
c~ns~der th~t there are only very sli&ht. political difficulties, which could quite e~sily be 
elimmated 1f there were a firm conviction that the League of Nations insisted on their 
removal. · 

I therefore beg to move the following resolution : 

" The Preparatory Disarmament Commission, 

" Co~vinced that the general interests of peace demand that an initial step on the 
path. ~f disarma~ent should be taken as soon as is possible having regard to the present 
conditions of reg~onal and general security ; · 

. " Conside~ing tha:t the preparatory technical work for a first step on the road to 
d1;;armament IS sufficiently advanced for it now to be possible to summon a general 
Disarmament Conference capable before all else of settling those·predominantly polit'c 1 
questio.ns which! in the present situation, impede any initial step towards-the realisa;io~ 
of the 1dea of disarmament ; 

b h 
"
1
dRecalling that t~e 1926 and 1927 Assemblies urged that such a Conference should 

e e as soon as possible ; · .. 
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" R t th C il · · :~:• eques s e ounc at 1ts next sess10n to fix for the first general Disarmament 
Conference. a dat~ a~ early as _possible after the ninth session of the Assembly, and at 
the same time to mvtte the vanous Governments to participate in the Conference. 

"The Preparatory Disarmament. Com~ssi?n will be ready to place at the disposal 
of the Conference all the documentation whtch 1t has so far prepared, together with any 
further material which may be received in sufficient time." 

Ill. PEREZ (Argentine Republic). - I am bound to admit that I do not in the least under
stand the ~ituation .. There. was a. draft Conventio~ fo~ Immediate, Complete and General 

. -and I mtght add meflectlve-Dtsarmament. Is 1t Withdrawn ? The point is not clcnr. 
We are now told that a new Draft is being put in. Has this Draft been submitted ? That 
:Uso is ~ot clea_r. This mornin~ a draft resolution was submitted. What hns become of 
1t ? Thts also IS not clear. This afternoon we had a second draft resolution. What hns 
h~ppened to that ? This, again, is not clear. Now we have n third draft resolution, which 
disregards the te~s of reference given us by the Council: Our instructions were to draw up a 
programme. . It 1s now proposed that we ask the Council to fix the date for the meeting of 1\ 
Co~f~rence Without any programme at all. I repeat that I entirely fail to understand the 
post bon. 

The PRESIDENT. - I thought I had explained the situation. I said that Ill. Litvinofl 
realising that it would be impossible to carry his first Draft into etlect, had told us thnt he 
would submit another in its place. ' 

Ill. LITVINOFF !Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - That is not quite accurate. 

The PRESIDENT. - At any rate, the original Draft has been set aside by the Soviet 
delegation, which is to submit another Draft to us if the resolution proposed this morning 
is adopted. We cannot, therefore, discuss these Drafts at present. That is my fir~t reply. 

Second reply: You ask what has become of the resolutions which we already discussed 
this morning. You must be aware that we decided to combine these resolutions in one single 
resolution, which we would put to the vote. 

As regards Count Bernstorfl's proposal, we have hardly had time to rend it-that IK 
clear; but I could offer a few observations in this connection. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I wish to reply briefly to the criticisms levelled by my 
friend Ill. Perez. 

He said that our proposal was inacceptable because it was not in accordance with our 
terms of reference. 

To-day we are continually referring to a second reading, but I think that we are rather 
losing sight of the meaning of this second reading. A year ago, Viscount Cecil, In this very 
building, proposed a draft Convention. Then Ill. Paul-Boncour rose and said : 

"This method of procedure does not suit me at all; but, in deference to Viscount 
Cecil and the British point of view, I will also submit a draft Convention. " 
Ill. Paul-Boncour added that he would have preferred merely to draw up a programme 

for the Conference. 
I did not intend to say that we should do absolutely nothing and rely on the Conference : 

but I think it would be possible in two or three days to draw up a programme for the Conference 
and leave all political discussions to the latter. It is clear that some day somebody will have 
to decide for or against taking a first step. I ;repeat that I do not think this decision could be 
taken by the Preparatory Commission. It will be taken by the Conference. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - I am in a very difficult position. 
Ihe President has told us that the proposals which have just been introduced by the Soviet 
delegation, and which have not yet been seen by the other delegations, are not to be considered 
during the present session. He gave no arguments ; he did not explain why they were not 
to be considered. Therefore I am not in a position to argue. There 15 no argument, no reason 
is given; therefore it is impossible for me to argue at all or to tell you anything to the contrary. 
Why should not they be considered at this session ? What did we come here for? Only 
to decide that nothing can be decided; that we must go home without having done anything ? 
Or have we come here to discuss the question of disarmament ? I have put in a proposal 
for disarmament and nothing else. Why should not the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference occupy itself with it now ? I should like to have an answer to 
this question. I have no doubt that what the honourable President has proposed is not any 
arbitrary proposal, that there are certain reasons for prOJ:l~ing ~hat ~e has done, but I would 
humbly ask him to be good enough to take the Comrm~JOn mto h!l' confi~ence and t<? tell 
them what are his reasons. Why must we go home Without havmg achieved anythmg ? 

There is one principle on which the common labour, the common work of the Soviet 
delegation with other deleg.ations would. b~ ~ble, b~t i! that were r~ected, common la~our 
would be absolutely impoSSible. That prmople 1s the pnnople of equal nghts for all delegations, 
To place any delegation in an inferior position would mean stopping the work of that delegation. 
Equal rights for all delegations means that each delegation h.as the right to put p~oposals 
to the Commission and is entitled to have those proposals collSldered. 

What are the schemes or projects with regard to the second reading of which so. much 
has been said ? They are projects introduced, as far as I remember, by individual delegatio!ls, 
I think by the British and by.the French delegations. As far. as I know, the .Pr~dure .whtch 
wa5 followed when they were mtroduced was that they were gJVen a first readmg Jmmedtately. 

·• . . 
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The President did not propose to brush these proposals aside and keep ~hem s?mewh_ere in 
the archives of the Secretariat of the League to mature. They were cons1dere~ 1mmedl~tely~ 
Why cannot the same procedure be applied in the case o~ propos~ of the Sov1et c;Jelega~!On . 

Count Clauzel has complained of some confusion wh1ch has ansen. I _Iea~e h1m to JU~ge 
how that confusion has been brought about. He tells us the Soviet. delegation 1s endeavounng 
to make the Commission go backwards. As far as I und~rstand 1t, there are two proposals 
before the Commission ; one is the Soviet proposal to contmu~ our work and take some s~eps 
forward. The other proposal, which Count Clauzel favours, IS to go home. If _to conti~ue 
the preparatory work for disarmament means going backwards and to go home Without domg 
anything. means going forwards, I confess I shall probably never be able to understand the 
language used in the League of Nations I . . 

I shall reserve my further remarks until the Pres1dent has exJ?Iamed to ~s the reasons why 
our proposals cannot be considered at this session. In the meantime, there IS only one remark 
I wish to make. · . . t f 

I take it the members of this Commission are not ·mer~Iy functio_nanes, n;tere servan s o 
their Governments but that they are responsible representatives of the1r countnes and Govern
ments who have devoted themselves to the task of disarmament. I venture to express the 
hope that those who have undertaken this task are doing so because they have the cause of 
disarmament at heart. I would further hope that they will regard the question of ~is~rmament 
with rather more warmth than their own Governments. The Preparatory CommiSSion should 
push the Governments represented he.re in the direction of disarma~ent. They should not 
merely wait for hints from their Governments : they should push the1r Go':ernments. for:ovard. 
By going home without fixing any date for the next session, they a~e ~ot ~omg anyth1_ng m the 
way of inducing their Governments to take steps ev:en for th~ ehmmat10n of the differences 
that exist between themselves. The Governments Will not be m a hurry unless you tell them 
they must do this by a certain date. If you say you will m~et in a month's time, you could. 
induce the Governments to accelerate a: settlement of the differences between them, but by 
fixing no date you do not do anything of the kind. . . . 

If, contrary to our views and suggestions, the Preparatory Comm1ss~on dec1ded not to 
proceed to the consideration of our new proposals, I certainly should be inclined to support the 
proposal made by the honourable representative of Germany to declare that t~e Preparatory 
Commission finds itself unable to prepare anything, and therefore passes on 1ts work to the 
International Conference to see what can be done-or whether anything can be done-in the 
cause of disarmament. 

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada). - I rise to a point of order, not to discuss the merits or demerits 
of adjourning this session, but in view of the lateness of the hour and the number of new 
questions which we have before us, I have much pleasure in moving that we adjourn, to meet 
at IO.JO to-morrow m?rning. 

Lord CUSHENDUM (British Empire). - Whatever action may be taken on the motion 
which has just been made by the delegate for Canada, there is one remark that I should like 
to be allowed to make. The main question which we are now discussing, as I take it, and have 
been discussing for some time, is whether or not this present session should be continued to 
enable a second reading of the Conventions to go on. Several honourable delegates have 
advanced reasons why that should not be done, and in particular the honourable delegate for 
France made a speech just now in which he intimated that there were a certain number of 
conversations proceeding which had not yet reached any actual result, but which he was 
hopeful might enable progress to be made with these Conventions at a later date, while the 
honourable delegate for Italy, following him, observed that, so far as he knew, there was no 
ground-he did not know of any ground-for good hopes that any such conversations would 
have a beneficial result ; and therefore, before we separate for the night, I wish to give my 
strongest possible support to the honourable delegate for France, and, if I may say so in passin~ 
I have found myself throughout these debates in complete agreement with Count Clauzel, 
whose forcible and reasonable speeches I have always admired. But I am, of my own know
ledge, in a position to say that Count Clauzel has reason for the intimation which he has given. 
Any conversations that may be going on in which Great Britain is concerned are not in my 
hands personally, and therefore I am not in a position, of course, to give any definite informa
tion, and in fact I do not possess any very definite information, as to the precise stage which 
these conversations have reached ; but I do know enough about it to know that Count Clauzel 
has perfect justification for the information he has given, and in those circumstances it appears 
to me to ~e the mo~t elementary co~monsense on the part of business men trying to arrive 
at a defimte concluswn that-that bemg the state of the case-we should adopt the resolution 
which t_he Bureau has proposed in order to give effect to what appears to me to be the common
sense VIew. 

Now, at this last moment, we have had a new resolution put into our hands by Count 
Bernstorff. I should be the first entirely to acquit Count Bernstorff of any desire to add to 
the difficulties of the situation or the difficulties of this Commission· but . while I am most 
willing to make that admission, I cannot deny that, if we are to-night 'or to:morrow to discuss 
this resolution, it will be a very considerable embarrassment to this Commission and I should 
doubt, Mr. President-that is a matter for you to decide-whether it is in order. I confess 
that I share a good de~! of the ~ewilden?ent that w~s expressed just now by the honourable 
delegate for the Argentme. This resolutwn has nothmg whatever to do with the resolution on 
which. I believe the Commission is engaged. I suppose that, if we do not pay too much regard 
to st_nct order, C:ou~t Bernstorff might propose his resolution by way of addition to the other, 
possibly by addmg It to the Preamble ; but shall we really gain anything by doing that ? I 

. ~ . 



-297-

was under the impression that Count Bemstorff disliked quite as much as I do these rather 
verb!>~e r~olution~ which have no partic~ar practical meaning. Now, does anybody imagine 
that, If this resolution of Count Bemstorff s was added to the archives of the League of Nations 
anybody would be either the better or the worse for that ? It does not appear to me that 
it ~as any practical ~earing, with one exception. There is only one thing to which I positively 
object. I see that, m the first paragraph, Count Bernstorff speaks of the first step having still 
to be taken. For the reasons which I gave in an earlier speech to-day, I am entirely \mabie 
to accept that idea. Count Bernstorff was good enough to offer an explanation of what he 
meant by it, but I am afraid that that explanation left me entirely unconvinced. It did not 
appear to me really to deal with the point that I have raised, and if it comes to a discussion of 
this resolution-which no doubt we should have to take paragraph by paragraph, and to which 
there may be much more objection than we can see on the surface--at all events I shall have 
to object to that particular phrase; and I really would, if I may respectfully do so, appeal to 
Count Bernstorff to decide whether anything is to be gained by insisting upon the Comnussion's 
turning aside from the only real point of substance and importance in order to pass a resolution 
remembering something that the Assembly has done, and recalling this .and recalling that 
-which we are always doing-and then ending up by some request to the Council to do 
something in some future session. If the Council is half as sensible a body as I take it to be, 
it will pay no attention to our prayer. Whether that would be so, of course, I cannot prophesy, 
but I am quite certain that, if that resolution were put into the hands of the Council, they 
would smile at it and say, as we say in Englarid : "This is a resolution which is very skilfully 
drafted, but it cuts no ice ". If we are really to devote ourselves to practical a!Tairs, do let 
us decide one way or the other as to whether this resolution drafted by the Bureau is to be 
accepted, and if it is not to be accepted, if we are to go on with the second reading of. the Con
vention in spite of the conversations that are going on, and therefore with very much less 
likelihood of reaching any result, then let us know the truth, whether it is pleasant or unpleasant, 
and we shall get forward with our business. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - According to the translation which was given, the repre
sentative of the British Empire declared that I had said that there was no reason why the 
conversations recently held should. not prove productive of results. This was not quite 
what I did say. I stated that I was not aware of these conversations. I know nothing 
whatever about them. And I repeat that, if these conversations are really taking place and 
being carried on outside Italy, and if they do result in an agreement, such an agreement will 
mean nothing so far as we are concerned, because we had no part in it. Hence all the 

• reservations that we have submitted would still hold good. 

The PRESIDENT. - Two delegates are still down to speak, Count Clauzel and M. Sokal. 
I .would ask them to be good enough to speak to-morrow, and I propose, in accordance with 
Dr. Riddell's suggestion, that we should adjourn our discussion until Saturday morning. 

Before adjourning this meeting, however, I desire to state, in reply to M. Litvinoff, that 
it is, of course, for the Commission to pass a decision in regard to the draft Convention which 
the Soviet delegation proposes to submit. I simply said that, in my personal view, this 
Draft could not be discussed at the present session. Such a scheme, unless I am mistaken, 
must be of some importance, and would have to be subjected to calm and careful examination 
and sent to the different Governments. If this is so, we certainly could not discuss it at the 
present session. But, I repeat, the Commission will have to take a decision to-morrow if 
M. Litvinoff will be goo<l enough to submit his draft Convention in time. 

The meeting rose at 7.40 p.m. 

TENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Saturday, March 24th, I928, at II a.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands) . 

. 18. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference: 
Item 3 of the Agenda General Diecll88ion (continued). 

Count CLAUZEL (France). - I asked to be allowed to speak yesterday at the end of the 
meeting in order to reply to an observation l>y Count Bernstorff with regard to a former speech 
by M. Paul-Boncour and also to reply to a comment by M. Litvinoff on one of my former 
remarks. I will reply to both very briefly ; this will be all the easier because I ~think that I 
can answer them to their satisfaction in a single speech. 

As regards the question raised by the German representative, who pcinted out that M. 
Paul-Boncour had not at the outset been in favour of preparing a draft Ccnvention and that 

- he had regretted the fact that Viscount Cecil had submitted a Draft; I wish to state that this 
is not what actually-occurred. It is perfectly trne that !'I· Pan!-Boncour would.hayepre.ferred 
preliminarY conversations and a general exchange of ytews 'Ylth ~egard to pnnctples m the 
Preparatory Commission before any Draft were subrmtted, smce m that case a smgle Draft 
based on this exchange of views and on these principles could have bee';l drawn up by the 
Commission itself and the Commission would nvt then have been faced With two Drafts, one 
• 

' 
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French and one English in separate columns. He felt that such a proce~u~e wo.uld perhaps 
have saved time, but he did not insist, and all the members ?f the Comm1ss1on Will remem?er 
that he accepted with very good grace the other m~thod wh1~h has been e!flpl!>yed and w~ch 
-I venture to sai-has given fairly good results. H1s only des1re w~ to gam time by secunng 
a single basis for discussion prepared by a general exChange of v1ews and-I now address 
my remarks to M. Litvinoff-obviously we have yet much ground to cover before. w~ reach 
this starting-point and M. Paul-Boncour's wishes are by no means about to matenahse. 

The delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics. broug~t us, or rather caused. to 
be distributed to us, shortly before our meeting, a Draft entirely d1fferent from ~hose wh1ch 
have been examined up to the present, since the object of the new Draft was to.tal d1sarmament. 
The Soviet delegation invited us to examine its pro~osals. T~anks t!> the action of the repre
sentative of the British Empire, to the example g1ven by him wh1ch has been followe~ ?Y 
seventeen members of this Commission, it may be said that thts first Draft has been exammed 
almost article by article and that the great majority of the Commission, as I stated the other 
day, finds itself unable to approve these principles. . . 

Having noted the fact, the delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics caused 
a second Draft to be distributed to us yesterday evening. I am sorry to have to confess that 
I have not had time to examine this Draft in detail; I think, moreover, that most of the mem
bers of the Commission are in the same position. I was, however, struck at first sight by the 
fact that it differs from the former Draft submitted to us because the question is not one of 
total disarmament; the proposal is ~ow to redu~e armaments .progressive~y; a distinction 
being drawn between different categones o~ countnes: I would s1mply m~ntlon ~he fact that 
the idea of different coefficients of reductiOn accordmg to these categones, whtch seems to 
me to be ·one of the majn principles of the new Draft, has already been discussed by the Tem
porary Mixed Commission, on the proposal of one of Viscount Cecil's predecessors, Lord Esher, 
and that the Commission decided against this system of coefficients. I merely refer to this 
point briefly in order. to show that we are possibly not confronted by entir~ly new ideas ~hie~ 
we have never yet dtscussed, but that we have before us once more a baste proposal whtch IS 

entirely different from that on which we have worked hitherto. 
M. Litvinoff, moreover, was careful to add that, if we did not accept his new proposal, he 

would probably revert to the first one, accepting the very prudent suggestion made by Lord 
Cushendun to the effect that the matter should be referred back to the various Governments 
and that such. points as can be accepted should be discussed when the French and British 
proposals come up for a second reading. The representative of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics stated that in that case he was not sure that the authors of the Soviet proposals 
would continue to support them. · 

I have therefore come to wonder whether, as the great French revolutionary of 1793 
said, the Russian revolution also " devore ses prop res enfants ". Above all, I wonder whether 
this threat-I was about to say tactical move-should not give us all occasion to reflect most 
seriously. His Excellency M. Perez pointed out yesterday evening, very wittily, causing the 
laughter which disarmed the Commission, that we were in a state of absolute confusion. It 
would be very desirable for this confusion to end at this session ; in particular, it must not 
be allowed to occur again at the second reading w);tich we shall sooner or later be called upon 
to undertake. We have invited the representatives of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics 
to co-operate with us. It would therefore be extremely desirable if we could arrive at some 
degree of co-operation. I therefore wish to repeat before that public opinion which will 
mark my words, as it has marked those of M. Litvinoff, that the essential condition of such 
co-operation is that it shall further the cause instead of undoing that which has already been 
accomplished. 

As I am referring to the question of undoing work already accomplished, I am obliged 
once more to address my remarks to Count Bernstorff, to tell him that the original proposallile 
submitted yesterday to the Commission does not seem calculated to help matters on, in accord
ance with the desjre which M. Clemenceau expressed in his letter to Count Brockdorff-Rantzau. 
!f we accepted the proposal put forward yesterday by the German representative, we should 
mdeed be making a move, but not in the direction indicated and desired by us. I am afraid 
~hat, ·on the contrary, we should be taking a backward ·step. I venture to .hope that this 
Is no~ the reason which led M. Litvinoff to support the proposal finally. As I was careful 
to pomt out in a previous speech, before Count Bernstorff submitted his proposal, we cannot 
under any circumstances forgo the second reading, in view of the stage we have reached in 
our work. I say again that the results attained are more satisfactory than some people 
pret~nd to believe. On certain important points, agreement has been reached at the first 
read~ng. I should be very gla~ ~f these agreeme_nts could be confirmed. i_n writing as soon as 
poss1ble, but I feel bound to pomt out that certam agreements are conditional on the solution 
of questions which have been left unsettled and which will not be reconsidered until the second 
reading. 

I do not know whether our Commission would be entitled to ask now for the 
conv.ening of a Conference; on this point, it is our President who must reply to Count Bernstorff. 
But m any case, when we have all emphatically stated more than once that we desire as careful 
a secon~ reading as possible under the best conditions, when I myself, on behalf of the French 
delegation, have declared that I should be glad if the second reading ·could take place before 
th_e next Assembly, to forgo this second reading now would, I think hardly be in keeping 
With that desire fo~ progress whi~h Count Bernstorff expressed yesterd~y. 
. Und~r these ctrcumstan~es, tt see~s to me that we should have no difficulty whatever 
m emerging from the confusion to whtch M., Perez alluded yesterday, a confusion which i§ 
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more apparent than real and which, to be dispelled only needs a little of that sunlight which 
· is shining on the city of Geneva to-day. ' 

We have to choose betwee~ two methods: the first is that to which I have just referred. 
We should not depart from our terms of reference which are to be found in the instructions 
~uccessively giv~n u~ from the time of the first Committee which established our· questionnaire 

. _m 1925, approvmg m each case the progress of our work. We should, moreover, invite the 
representatives of countries non-Members of the League to co-operate within this framework
'Yhether they be early comers, such as the representative of the United States, or Inter arrivals, 
like the representative of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, or the latest arrival of all, 
~he representative of the Turkish Republic. These representatives cannot surely consider 
1t strange-nor would public opinion think so-that we should ask them to participate in 
our work in the manner and on the lines indicated by the decisions of the League of Nations, 
by whom we have been convened. 

The other method would be to take a flying leap into the dark, to abandon all that we 
have hitherto done, to discuss in perfect chaos-if I may say so-successive and even alter
native proposals which merit a better fate than this, and which are entitled to receive serious 
consideration without haste, since haste is incompatible with careful and thorough examination. 

I feel that all this was foreseen on Tuesday last by Lord Cushendun, when he suggested 
that all these proposals should be referred back to the Governments in order that the Prepnrn· 
tory Commission might examine them ·at its second reading, for which I say again I hope it 
will fix as early a date as possible. 

The second proposal that the Bureau submitted to us yesterday embodied in principle, 
and in a form which seems, to me at least, perfectly clear, all the ideas I have just put forward. 
I think the time has come for the Commission to take a decision ; further speeches will serve 
no purpose. I regret myself that I have been obliged to speak, trusting that my speech would 
be the last. The moment has come for the members of the Commission to shoulder their 
responsibility and take a decision with regard to the text which has been submitted to them, 
to reply at last" Yes" or" No", without ambiguity, toM. Litvinoff's question. 

M. SOKAL (Poland). - Mr. President-We were able this morning to cast a rapid ~lance 
at the second Soviet Draft. You yourself suggested yesterday that a detailed discussiOn of 
this Draft should be made at the Commission's next session. Although this is not yet a decision 
of the Commission, I adopt your suggestion and have no intention of going into the details of 
this Draft, but I should like to express my satisfaction at this Draft's having been submitted 
to the Commission to replace the previous Draft. My reasons are as follows : 

I observe with pleasure that the new Draft is much closer we to the text of the 
preliminary Draft adopted at the first reading by our Commission. I am ~lad to find in the 
Preamble of this new Draft a factor which I have always regarded as essential, i.e., the factor 
of security. The Soviet delegation says: 

" Considering the atrocious struggle between the various States for pre4ominance in 
armaments and that the tendency to increase the number of weapons for murderous and 
destructive military purposes is one of the factors • . . . " 

Although this is only in the Preamble, it shows that the Soviet delegation has taken this 
factor into consideration and this constitutes a material difference as compared with the first 

· Draft. There are other chapters which will call for detailed examination. I would point 
out that the very important, and indeed essential, chapter on control seems to me as vague 
as the corresponding chapter in the first Draft, and I regret it. 

But, gentlemen, my-general impression of the Soviet Draft No.2 is rather favourable than 
otherwise, and I quite agree with what Count Clauzel has said, that it contains a great many 
features which are familiar to those who have been members of this Commission for a consider-

• a"ble time. It may be said of this Draft, as it has been said of an opera, t)lat "all that is 
good in it is not new, but all that is new in it is not good". I think that a detailed examination 
will show us what is good, and I should like to express once more my satisfaction that the 
Soviet delegation has been able in so short a time to bring its standpoint so much nearer 
to that which we had regarded as the basis of our discussions. 

. This being so, it may be asked why the Soviet delegation submitted Draft No. I with 
regard to immediate, complete and general disarmament, since I have no doubt that this 
delegation had already prepared Draft No. 2 when it submitted Draft No. I. Indeed, Draft 
No. 2 is so complex and so complete that the Soviet delegation must certaioly have prepared 
i.t in advance. · 

You will excuse me for qu!>ting my own words, but I said, in speaking of Soviet Draft No. I : 

" The average man, the man in the street, might at first be allured by the apparent 
simplicity of this plan, not realising the almost insurmountable difficulties in the way of 
its immediate application, and if it failed, he would blame the League of Nations, which, 
despite its iffiperfections, remains the only guardian of peace in the world. " 

Well, gentlemen, I regret that M. Litvinoff thought it necessary to reply to this passage 
-which I hope is sufficiently clear-by the following criticism : · 

" I was somewhat surprised by the honourable Polish delegate's speech in which he 
said that our idea might appear attractive to the average man only, to the man in the 
street; l>ut it is preciselY_ this aver;~ge ~an, this man in the street, of ~~om.tbe honourab~e 
Polish delegate spoke Wltlrsuch disdam, who bears t~e burden of mibtansm and who 1s 
sacrificed to the Moloch of war. " • 
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It is com Jete! to misinterpre~ my ideas to impute to me a!ly c?nteml?t for the working 
classes. I ani' ver/ painfully affected by this remark of M. Lit~n?ff s,. havmg spent the best 
part of my life in protecting this class. To reply to th~t c~~~~tsm m the s3:me courteous 
language as was addressed to me, I will say that I think this c~tl~tsm most u~fatr. . . 

Gentlemen, I will leave to the next session of the Co~mtsst,o~ the ~etruled exammatwn 
of Soviet Draft No. 2., in conformity, I believe, with our Prestdent s mtenbons. 

I should like to say a word more with regard to Count Bernstorff's ~roposa!. The honour
able representative of Germany spoke yesterday not only of a question :Whtch concerns us 
directly but also, and not for the first time, of Part V of the Treaty ~f Versatlles, of M. _<:Iemen
ceau's famous letter and of other things which do not concern us dtrectly here. I think that 
the Commission's terms of reference give us quite precise duties, and if we depart too much 
from them we shall find ourselves embarking on poli~ic.al disc~s~ions of so. ~tde a scope as 
to go beyond our Commission's powers. Althoug~ ~h1s 1s a J?Oiitical Commtsston, we cannot 
arrogate to ourselves the right to discuss all the political questions at present before the world. 
As regards the substance of Count Bernstorff:s proposa~, ~ understand th8;t he suggests the 
abandonment of the second reading and the dtrect submiSSIOn to the Counctl of a propo~al. for 
convening a Conference. He believes that, in so doing, we shall have fulfilled our missiOn. 
In this connection, I have two remarks to make. 

In the first place, this procedure completely leaves on one side the prel~minary Draft 
we have drawn up. It takes no account of all that has been done by the vanou~ ~ub-Com
missions which we have created and which have worked for many months. Thts 1s on the 
same plane as the Soviet delegation's proposal, the effect of which is to destroy the basis. of 
dis~o:ussion which we possess. ·The Soviet delegation at least proposes a draft Convention 
instead, while the German delegation proposes no alternative : it only proposes a Conference. 
I consider that we must persevere and follow strictly the guiding line of our work and continue 
the discussion of our preliminary Draft, endeavour to improve it and reach an agreement at 
the second reading before convening a Conference. · 

In the second place, I should like to say that I always like to hear Count Bernstorff speak 
and even to reread what he has said, and I venture to quote the statement which he made 
at the last meeting but one of the Preparatory Commission. You will excuse me making 
this quotation, which is very complimentary to me, but I nevertheless desire to read out this 
passage: 

"I have listened with great interest to M. Sokal's speech in which he very clearly 
stated his view on the famous trilogy, Security, Arbitration and Disarmament . . . I 
only wish to say that it seems to me somewhat premature to send a report to the Council 
now .. · .. " . ' 
Count Bernstorff wa,s at that time of the opinion that it was premature to send the question 

to the Council. We were in exactly the same position then as to-day, having finished the 
first reading and having decided to hold a second reading, and I see no reason to change our 
minds. I now agree with Count Bernstorff that nothing must be sent to the Council, as we 
have no definite proposal to submit to it. Count Bernstorff will answer that ~ve had then 
decided to hold a second reading, whereas to-day we do not know when, or if, there will be 
a second reading. I am mor.e optimistic. Yesterday certain representatives of great Powers 
made statements to which I attach great importance ; on the basis of. these statements, I 
think that we may hope that the difficulties which came up at the first reading can be sur
mounted by those concerned. If these statements are not sufficient for Count ·Bernstorff, I 
will quote the President of our Commission himself, who expressed .very definitely the hope 
that he would be able to convene us shortly for the second reading, trusting that meanwhile 
the difficulties which arose at the first reading would have been disposed of. 

In ~onclusion, gentlemen, I should like to state that I am entirely in favour of referrirfg 
the. Sov1et Draft No. 2 to the Governments. I could not accept the German draft resolution, 
wh1ch would upset all our work. I should like to see the Bureau's proposal in its final form, 
so as to be able to support it in the hope that this discussion, in which we have heard all the 
arg~ments for ~nd against, may be closed by a decision to study the Drafts submitted to us 
dunng the sessiOn and to resume the second reading when this may be possible and expedient, 
so as to make that step forward which we all desire. · 

. Lord CUSHEtmuN (~ritis~ Empire). --:- As a matter of order, would you assist us by 
tellmg us what we are dtscussmg, Mr. Prestdent ? There are a number of resolutions before 
the Commission, and I think it would help us if we knew which of them was under discussion. 
M. Sok~ has just devoted his speech to two documents-the Draft submitted by the Soviet 
delegatwn .last nif?ht and th~ resolution submitted yesterday by Count Bernstorff. I was 
~nder !he 1mpres~10n that ne1ther of these was under discussion at the present moment, and 
If that ts so, my fnend M. Sokal was out of order the whole time. At any rate, if we concentrate 
on one o~ the resolu~ions before us and either accept it or negative it, we shall surely get on 
more qu1ckly than 1f we have half-a-dozen documents before us and range over the whole 
of them without concentration. 

The P~ESIDENT. - It hank Lord Cushendun for his remark. !think we should concentrate 
our attentiOn on what I might call the preliminary question that formulated in the draft 
resolution submitted by Count Bernstorff. • ' 
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Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I did not desire to make a general defence of my 

proposal, b:ot, now that several delegates have spoken on it, I should like to say that I am 
absolutely ~ agreement with those of my colleagues who asked that there should be a clear 
understandin~ .. One of the first to insist on this clearness was Mr; Gibson. The majority 
of the Comrmsston must therefore decide what it is going to do ; and the minority must try 
and a~ee to the method ~elected. Our first proposal wa~ to ask the Commission to proceed 
forthwt~h to a second readmg_of our draft ConventiOn. Th1s proposal not having been accepted, 
I submrtted the draft resolution with which you are acquainted. I did this not to raise diffi
culties but to expedite our work. Our President himself told us that a great number of ditli
culties had been encountered and that hitherto his appeals to the Governments had met with 
no success. We w~r~ also .told that the Governments had undertaken direct negotiations; 
but General de Manrus has mformed us that this was not so. 

It therefore seems to me that we ought to do something to force the hands of our Govern
ments. After two years' work, I have reached the melancholy conviction that our Commission 
has not sufficient authority with the Governments; during these two years we have vuinly 
asked the Governments to take some action. I therefore thought that, if the Governments 
knew that the Conference would take place at the end of the year, they would try to reach 
an agreement on their points of difference. This is the only reason for which I submitted 
my draft resolution, but at the same time I should like to add that we reject none of the work 
that has been do!le up to now; we simply place it at the Conference's disposal. 

I have been told that I was departing from the Commission's terms of Tefc'rence. But 
the latter do not say that we have got to draw up a. draft Convention. Our task is simply to 
establish a programme, and I am convinced that a drafting committee appointed by us and 
setting to work at once could provide us in the course of next week with a programme for 
the Conference, since it is not very difficult to agree on a Conference programme. 

If, moreover, the delegates consider that it is absolutely necessary to hold a second reading 
of our draft Convention, I have no objection to make. We shall have enough time between 
now and the date on which the Conference meets to hold this second reading. In fact, I 
am very much in favour of holding it. All that I ask is that we should get to work und do 
something. 

I should now like to say a few words in reply to M. Sokal, with whom I have always had 
great pleasure in exchanging compliments. I do not want, however, to reopen the discussion 
of last night. 

All the delegates who are interested in the place taken by the Treaty of Versailles in 
our discussions should re-read the speech made here on this subject by M. Paul-Boncour on 
April 8th, 1927. Among other admirable remarks, he said that our work was based on two 
texts, the Covenant and the Treaty of Versailles. This speech is so important and interesting 
that I should like the French Government to follow its custom in the case of great speeches 
and have it posted up throughout the country. 

· I do not wish to prolong this discussion any further, and I think we ought to take a 
majority vote. 111. Sokal was good enough to quote what I said last year, but since then we 
have had a year of inaction, and it is for this reason that I have changed my opinion. A 
year ago I was still optimistic ; I thought that we should be able to do something, but, 
inst.ead of that, I find that we have done nothing. · 

In conclusion, I should like to reply in a few words to the remarks made at a previous 
I1\eeting by Lord Cushendun on the question whether the expression " a first step in the sphere 
of disarmament" is justified in my draft resolution. I think this is only a misunderstanding 
on a question of terminology and that I can dispel it without difficulty. As I said yesterday, 
I am far from wishing to minimise the importance of measures which a State may have already 
taken to reduce its armaments to a certain extent on its own initiative and without assuming 
any international obligation in this connection. But, for the. purpose of our discussions, 
we are not dealing with such isolated measures, since the basis of our work is Article 8 of the 
Covenant. From the terms of this article, and particularly of paragraphs :z and 3, it is clear 
that it only refers to international engagements establishing a general plan which will involve 
co-ordination and a certain proportion between the armaments of the different countries. It 
is solely in that sense that I employed the term " first step " or " first stage ". I would 
remind you that, in the Preamble to the draft Convention, according to the text proposed 
by the French delegation, the following clause appeared : 

"Considering that it is now possible to contemplate a first step towards the limitation 
and reduction of armaments laid down in Article 8 of the Co;venant . . . " 

. 
If I remember rightly, the expression " a first step " gave rise to no objection on the part 

of any delegation although the text of this Preamble was discussed in great detail. Similarly, 
in our discussion; of December last, the expression " first step " or " first stage " was employed 
in the sense which I have just indicated. For these reasons, I consider that the use of the 
term in my draft resolution is fully i!l~fie~ having regar~ to the fa~ that, !'wing to. the con-

•stant use of it made in our Comrmsston, 1t has been grven a specral meamng refemng solely 
• 
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to the terms of Article 8 of the Covenant. However, in order to .av~id any misunderstanding 
and in order to meet Lord Cushendun's observations, I have no obJectiOn to the first paragraph 
of my draft resolution being worded as follows: 

" A first step towards the reduction and limitation of armaments, as laid down in 
Article 8 of the Covenant." 

The PRESIDENT. - Before calling upon the next speaker, I sho~ld like to remind you 
that, for the moment, we are only discussing the German draft resolution. 

M. SATO (Japan). - I wiii willingly confine myself to the German draft resolution. 
This draft requests the Council at its ne~t session to fix a. date for the first Conference on 
Disarmament and it seems to me that, If we accepted this proposal, we should place the 
Council in a ~ery embarrassing position. It was the Council which decided in 1925 to e~trust 
us with the task of preparing a· solid basis for a future Conference on the reduction of 
armaments. If we now adopt the German delegation's draft resolution be~ore having completed 
our task of preparing for the future Conference, we. s.h.ould be altenng the terms ~f our 
instructions and we should incur a very grave res.Ponsibihty not only before the Council and 
the Assembly but also before public opinio~. · . ' . 

In my opinion, it is our duty to explore every possibility of agreement, so as to go to the 
very limits of our terms of reference and to accomplish the whole of ·our task, and not to stop 
half way and request the Council to fix the date of the future Conference before we have done 
the necessary preliminary work. • 

Mr. President, I do not think that our Commission's task is so simple. If it really wishes 
the success of the future Conference, the Preparatory Commission must do all the preliminary 
work, which does not merely consist, as Count Bernstorff thinks, in drawing up a program!lle 
of work for this Conference. It is for these reasons that, to my great regret, I cannot subscnbe 
to the draft resolution submitted by the German delegation.. 

As the text of this resolution has some connection with the question of the second reading, 
and as Count Bernstotff alluded to the latter, I shall, with the President's permission, say a 
few words on the advisability of a second reading during the present session. 

In this connection, I am glad to say that I am in complete agreement with the proposal made 
yesterday by Lord Cushendun and Mr. Gibson. As there are still differences of opinion on 
several points between certain Governments and particularly in regard to naval matters, I · 
do not think it expedient to begin the second reading now. As we desire to submit a single 
text to the future Conference for the Limitation of Armaments, a common ground must be 
found between the Governments concerned ·eliminating the present differences. This pro
cedure is the more to be recommended in the present circumstances inasmuch as Count Clauzel 
has informed us that conversations are in progress and that there is good reason to hope for a 
successful issue. Lord Cushendun has confirmed this good news. 

This point was very well understood by the honourable representative for Sweden when 
he submitted his amendment to the Bureau's ·draft resolution, and thus show.ed the great 
importance he attached to the preliminary negotiations between the Governments concerned. 
I entirely agree with the reasons for his amendment, since they explain why the Commissionr 
desires to postpone the second reading to a later date, which, moreover, is not entirely an 
indefinite date. . I . 

The honourable delegate for Italy found it necessary to make certain reservations with 
regard to the negotiations in progress. But, in the present circumstances, I am inclined to 
favour this idea of preliminary direct conversations between the principal parties concerned. 

·Without this necessary preparation, which will be useful in clearing the ground, I do not 
think that a second reading would give very· satisfactory results. 0 

This, of course, does not prevent us from taking into account the legitimate feelings 
of certain delegations and the impatience of public opinion, which fears the indefinite adjourn~ 
ment of our second reading. I desire to give them every possible satisfaction and in order 
that we should retain their confidence, we must meet as soon as possible. This m'eans· that 
the Governments concerned must P';lrsue the preliminary negotiations as rapidly as they 
can. The Japanese Government, which has always been a strong partisan of the limitation 
and r~du~tion of _armaments, wil.l certainly suppor~ me ~hen I e~press the fervent hope that 
the pnncipal parties concerned Will shortly succeed m findmg a satisfactory basis of agreement. 

M. VALDES-1\IENDEVILLE (Chile). - I will confine myself to a few brief remarks with 
regar? to the ~erman d~~t resolution. In its ~riginal .form, the first paragraph of this draft 
was, m the mam, a repetition of the 1926 resolution, which was recalled in No. 2 of the resolu
tions of the last Assembly and which does not stand alone. It is preceded by a number of 
arguments and followed by further resolutions. 

. l note among the arguments the following : " The Assembly . . . being anxious to 
bnng about the pplitical conditions calculated to assure the succesS of the work of disarmament 
· · · " I would also draw your attention to the third resolution, which constitutes a whole 
program~e of work for the Committee on Arbitration and Security ; this resolution is nowhere 
recalled m the German draft.. It is true that Count Bernst?rff suggested amending the first 
paragr~ph, but I do not thmk that. that would substantially affect my criticism. After 
resolut.to':l No. 2 of the 1926 Assembly, the latter requests the Council to urge the Preparatory 
Commtsston to hasten the completion of its •echnical work and to convene the Conferenc~ 
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immediately that work is completed. The second paragraph in the German draft resolution 
notes that the technical work is "sufficiently advanced ". The Assembly, in the instructions 
it gave us last year-and they are, after all, instructions-speaks of the completion of the 
work. Can we say that it has been completed ? Can we abandon our second reading, which, 
after the statements we have heard, we have reason to hope can soon be taken ? Can we 
abandon the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which has still to hold 
another session ? 

As I said just now, we are working in conformity with instructions from the Assembly. 
Similar instructions were given to the Committee on Arbitration and Security in Part III of 
the resolution, which speaks of considering measures which would enable States " to fix the 
level of their armaments at the lowest possib~e figures in an international disarmament 
agreement ": 

Count Bernstorff has told us that we can prepare a programme for the future Conference 
in a few days. But what kind of a programme ? I do not think we can draw up a skeleton 
convention, as we have tried to do in the case of previous draft conventions, leaving it to the 
Conference to fill in the necessary figures in accordance with political, demographic and 
economic conditions. 

It seems to me, therefore, that in the last resort it would be for the Assembly itself to 
reverse the instructions it has given us and in virtue of which we are now working. But we 
cannot submit to the Council a proposal which does not take account of all that we have 
hitherto done; we cannot suspend our work, considering it finished or as having failed, and 
tell the Council that we have prepared a new programme, which, moreover, could only be of 11 
very embryonic nature if it were prepared in two or three days. 

For my part, I am of opinion that Count Bernstorff's draft cannot be adopted. 

The PRESIDENT. - Before calling upon the next speaker, I should like to say a few words 
to Count Bernstorff. 

We must not forget that we have received instructions from the Assembly to prepare for 
the Disarmament Conference. In virtue of those instructions, we are drawing up a programme 
for the Conference, and we agreed at the .outset that this programme should take the form 
of a draft Convention. That being so, would it not seem strange to request the Council to 
fix the date of the Conference without our having been able to submit our programme, which, 
as I say, is in the form of a draft Convention ? I do not wish to go into details or consider 
the legal aspect of the question. All I say is that it would be, to say the least of it, odd to 
approach the Council with such a suggestion. Moreover, the Council itself, like the Assembly, 
has on several occasions given us to understand that it approves our method of work. 

I should like to reply to another point of Count Bernstorff. He told us that, if the date 
of the Disarmament Conference could be fixed now, Governments would feel encouraged to 
work for an agreement. I think, however, that all possible encouragement has already been 
given during ·the present session and that the Governments most closely concerned realist! 
in all earnestness that they must reach an agreement now. \Ve have recetved very encourag
ing communications from Count Clauzel and Lord Cushendun, and that, I think, is sufficient to 
convince Governments of the necessity of taking a decision in this matter. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I must point out an apparent difference of opinion 
upon th~ Council's decision. The Council transmitted this resolution "to the Preparatory 

• Csmmission, requesting it to be good enough to make proposals in regard to the date on which 
.it would be possible to convene the Conference, taking into account the probable progress 
of its labours, and, further, to establish the agenda of the aforesaid Conference". 

We can still quite easily establish the agenda. With regard to the phrase "taking into 
account the probable progress of its labours ", we can say that we shall be able to submit a 
programme before the Assembly. We can thus conform absolutely with the Council's decision. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - Mr. President-! was first under 
the impression that we were discussing a matter of procedure, and wanted to knQ.W whether 
we were going to proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention of the Preparatory 
Commission, to the first reading of the new Soviet draft Convention, or, as the German delegate 
has proposed, to pass over our work to the ~nternational Conference for Disarmament. All 
these questions seemed to be interwoven. The President's ruling to limit the present discussion 
to the consideration of the German delegation's proposal puts me in some difficulty. As I 
said yesterday, if the proposal to give our draft Convention a first reading is rejected, I would 
support the proposal of the German delegation, but now I must speak directlY- on the German 
delegation's proposal, without knowing the fate of our proposal for a first reading of our draft 
Convention~ . In the circumstances, I am bound to support the German proposal to convene 
as soon as possible the International Conference for Disarmament. It is high time to introduce 
some clarity into the whole question of disarmament if you do not wish to discredit the very 
idea: Some speaker mentioned the possible bankruptcy of the Disarmament Commission. 
1;,. ~rri very much afraid that, if we go on sessio~ after session and go away without achieving 
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any work, only deciding to come again, or not to me~t ~t a_ll, we shall co!ltrib~te to the imp~es- . 
sion which is gaining ground abroad that the CommissiOn IS fated to an mglonous a~d. I thmk 
it is better to take stock of the state of things and to draw the necessary conclusiOn~, _to call 
the representatives of all the Powers-great and small-and to co~e to some dec!Sl?n on 
the question of disarmament. I ?o not feel sure that an International Conference,. m the 
present circumstances, after the experience we have had here, would re~lly result m any 
scheme for disarmament ; but at least we shall k_now where we are-even 1f we ~re forced to 
the unfortunate conclusion that not only total disarmament but also the reduttlon of arma
ments still belong to the sphere of those ideals to which,_ in the opinio1_1 of many d~legates, 
humanity has been aspiring for thousands of years, and will have to asp1re for a considerable 
time yet. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire). - We have been discussing this matter for two 
hours and I am sure I can put my opinion in two minutes. I .should like to thank Count 
Bernstorff for his goodness in offering to make a small drafting alteration in the first paragraph 
of his resolution. I am grateful to him for that courtesy, but I am afraid I shall have to show 
him it is not sufficient to meet my views. 

I am opposed to Count Bernstorff's resolution and to each and every paragraph of it, 
and I shall do everything in my power to persuade the Commission to refuse to accept it. 
There appears to me to be a very extraordinary contradiction between the first and second 
paragraphs of the resolution. The second paragraph tells us that the preparatory technical 
work has made such a complete advance that we do not want a second reading at all now and can 
pass on to an International Conference. The first paragraph tells us we have not yet taken 
the first step. How we can have made that large advance without having taken the first 
step is a very difficult thing to understand. I dare say Count Bernstorff draws some distinction 
between what he calls an initial step on the path of disarmament, in the first paragraph, and 
the preparatory technical work to which he refers in the second paragraph, but that is a very 
narrow point and a technical point. Either we have made sufficient advance, technically and 
otherwise, to be able to report to the Assembly that the work is now sufficiently complete 
to enable a Conference to be held, or we have not. I .understood Count Bernstorff's main 
objection to these discussions. was that we had done practically nothing, and now his proposal 
is that we should do without a second reading. · 

This is a Preparatory Commission. The very name shows that we are to prepare the way 
for an International Conference. Count Bernstorff proposes that, although we are a Prepar
atory Commission, we should not prepare. I submit, on the contrary, that to do without 
that preparation would be simply to invite disaster in the Conference itself. That opinion 
has been expressed in the past, I believe, by many leading authorities, I think I can quote, 

. in my own country, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald and Sir Austen Chamberlain, and in France, I 
believe, both M. Herriot and M. Briand have expressed the view that it would be a most 
disastrous thing to go into a general International Conference unless the ground was carefully 
prepared by this Preparatory Commission. I am therefore absolutely opposed to the passing 
of this resolution, and I cannot help t~inking we should be wasting the time of the Commission 
if we devote further consideration to it. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Several speakers having recalled statements I made 
yesterday regarding the conversations alluded to by Count Clauzel, and certain of these 
speakers having misinterpreted these statemen.ts, I should like to say a few words in this 
connection. 

My friend the honourable delegate for Japan considered that I was making reservations 
with regard to these conversations. I was not doing anything of the kind. I should care
fully avoid questioning the value of conversations very much which I should like to see 
lead to an agreement. Out of loyalty to my colleagues, however, I thought it my duty/ 
when allusion was made to these conversations, to state that, if conversations were 
proceeding between other Governments, that did not in any way affect the situation of my 

. o~n country. That situation remains what it was at the end of the first reading when, you 
Will remember, I made a large number of reservations. That, I repeat, does not prevent me 
favouring_ these conversations, in which I hope that my own country will take part. But, as 
so much importance has been attached to them, and as the honourable delegate for Sweden 
eyen s_aid that he took note of them, I thought it necessary to inform my colleagues of the 
s1tuabon of my own country . 

• Now that I am speaking, I should like to say a word or two about the German· draft 
resolution. I can sum up my attitude towards it by saying that I entirely agree with the 
remarks made by the delegate for Chile. I attach great importance to his observations and 
have come to the same conclusion, namely, that I cannot vote for the German draft resolution. 

M. ROLIN ]AEQUEMYNS (Belgium) . .:_ I will conform to the instructions of the President 
and be exceedingly brief, and I will also observe his recommendation to consider only the 
proposal made by Count Bernstorff. 

If we were now at the beginning of our session, I should be inclined to favour the principle 
underlying Count Bernstor_ff's prop_osal. I should have fe!-t then that it was only logical to 
p~oceed to a . sec~nd re~ding-notmg perhaps the necess1ty of postponing that reading in 
View of certam di!ficultles-and. that we should not break up after considering nothing at 
all and merely saYing that we m1ght be moreoiortunate another time. 0 
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I therefore fully sympathise with Count Bernstorff's feeling. but, since then, circumstances 
have changed and new facts have to be considered. The first new fact is the originat proposal 
for complete disarmament submitted by the Soviet delegation, upon which we have not yet 
taken a resolution but which the Commission would seem disposed to refer for discussion with 
other questions at our next session. This suggestion, which appears to be generally approved, 
presupposes another session, and it would be strange indeed if at that session we were only 
to discuss certain articles in the Soviet proposals without taking a second rt'ading of the 
Commission's own Drafts. . 

• Then there is another new fact. Count Bernstorff has submitted a proposal in r('gard to 
publicity-a very important proposal, which we shall have to discuss. 

Then again, since yesterday evening or last night, we have received new proposals from 
the Soviet delegation contemplating a reduction instead of the abolition of armaments. We 
have already seen that these proposals are imfortant, but they impinge upon all the schemes 
which we have ourselves been considering ; note a whole series of provisions concerning 
effectives, material, aviation, control, etc. There is no doubt that these proposals arc su lli
ciently important to deserve examination on a second reading. Again I would ask, Arc we 
going to examine these proposals and neglect our own work ? Surely not. 

· There is another very important new fact to which I personally attach especial Vlllue, 
because I do not wish, any more than Count Bernstorff, that the solution of this question should 
be indefinitely postponed. We have been pleased to hear of conversations which are proceed
ing between certain great Powers, and you will remember that I had already mentioned that 
the whole question was in the hands of the great Powers. These conversations give us rcnson 
to suppose that we shall have better chances of success at the nc)(t session. 

In view of all these considerations, and even though at first sight Count llcrnstorfl's 
proposal had a good deal to recommend it, the situation would seem to have changed, and, 
as things are, it would be most surprising if we did not arrange for a second reading. I do 
not think that we can come to any other decision, especially in view of the observations madl' 
by the cfelegate for Chile, who pointed out that, before discussing the date of the Conference, 
we ought to await the conclusion of the labours of ~he Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
to which I think most of us attach great importance and which will have to be examined by 
this Commission. 

The situation having thus changed, and being such that Governments cannot fail to 
provide us with the means of discussing this matter with prospects of success, I consider that 
Count Bernstorff's proposal has nQW no longer the same justification which it had when he ftrst 
conceived it. It could perhaps be brought up again if necessary. I assure Count Bernstorff 
that I am fully in sympathy with his suggestion, since Belgium is as anxious for peace a~ 
Germany. 

The PRESIDENT. - I think I. may sum up the results of the discussion by saying that 
the great majority of the Commission is ·not in favour of Count Bernstorff's resolution. I 
think, therefore, that we should continue along the path we have hitherto followed and proceed 
to the second reading of our draft Convention. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - I was about to make the same remark as the President. 
I hn¥e noted that the majority is against me for the second time, and I imagine that this will 
be my fate until the end of the session. I shall always be in a minority because there is this 
essential difference between ourselves and the majority, namely, that we desire to complete 

• tl'te work immediately, while the majority does not. Apart, however, from this fact, I naturally 
• hope that the majority will convince me of its reasons, but, if it is to do so, I think it absolutely 
necessary to take more energetic steps than heretofore so that Governments may be persuaded 
to enter into useful negotiations. I do not think that this position has yet been reached. 
In view, however, of the rejection of our proposal, I shall have to make another statement. 
It will be of some length, and as it is already late, I will ask permission to make it this afternoon. 

The meeting rose at 1.30 p.m. 
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ELEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC). 

Held on Saturday, March 24th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

19. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament. Conference: 
Item 3 of the Agenda General Dlscuseion (continued). 

The PRESIDENT. - I. call on Count Bernstorff, who has a declaration to make to the 
Commission. After he has spoken, I shall declare the closure of the debate on the draft 
resolution submitted by the German delegation. ~ 

Count BERNSTORFF. (Germany). - I am submitting this declaration on the assu~ption 
that our proposal referring to the convening o~ tl.te Disarmament Conference has been reJected 
by the majority of the members of our Commtssron. . 

Our discussion has now brought us to a stage at which I feel compelled to place before 
you the position in which we are situated. During the first five years of its exis~ence-that 
is-until 1925, the League of Nations made a series of unsuccessful attempts to arnve at. some 
positive result in connection w~th disarmament. .The year 19~5 mar~ed .a new stage m ~he 
work for disarmament. You wrll allow me to remmd you that tt was m vrrtue of a resolution 
of the Assembly of 1925 and in execution of that resolution that in December 1925 the Council 
appointed the present Commission. 

From that time onwards, this Commission and its various Sub-Committees, after debates 
which lasted several months and with the aid of the most careful and thorough technical 
discussions, has accomplished a vast quantity of work. Sessions were held in May 19~6, 
the autum.n of 1926 in March and April 1927 and in December 1927. The present meetmg 
constitutes our fifth session. 

During the third session, which was held last spring, we succeeded in drawing up the draft 
Convention with which you are acquainted. That Draft is the first tangible result obtained 
from labours carried on for nearly eight years with the object of giving effect to the clauses 
in the Covenant relating to disarmament. TheDraftwasbasedonBritish and French proposals 
At its session in June 1927, the Council expressed itself in sympathy with regard to 
this draft Convention. I would add that the representatives of France and the British Empire 
spoke in the most hopeful manner in regard to it. Everybody expected that in 1927 there 
would be a second reading of this draft Convention, and that that would mark the end of 
our preparatory work. In spite of these hopes, the date of the fourth session was fixed in 
such a maimer that a second reading was not possible; it was decided to adjourn it to the fifth 
session; that is to say, to the present session, which was to meet on March 15th for that purpose. 
The decision to proceed with the second. reading in March 1928 was adopted on a proposal by 
the President, which was unanimously accepted by the .commission. Nevertheless, once again 
our work is brought to a standstill. For my part, I must regret this lack of consistency, 
which may lower the prestige of our Commission. When, in.December last, the delegation 
of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics presented its far-reaching schemes for disarmament, 
it was met with the objection that we should not on any account depart from the course which 
we had decided upon. They were told that " we should be committing a most dangerous 
error if we were to change our methods ", and, again, " that a man travelling through a forest 
would have a better chance of finding his way out if he kept on in one direction without inclin
ing to the right or to the left, and that in any case he woulc:j. thus attain a point where he would 
probably be better situated than in the centre of the forest ". · · o 

~ut ~ woul~ point out th.at, in adopting the present course, we are neither maintaining 
the .direction which we ha':'e hitherto f?llow~d up to the present moment, nor are we choosing 
~ diffe~ent ~oad : we are Simply standing shll half-way. During the whole of last year, any 
Impartial 'Yit~ess of our ~abours m?st have gained the impression from the proceedings of 
our CommiSSIOn that, wlule appearmg to continue to march forward we were not in fact 
drawing a single step nearer to the goal set before us. ' · 

In yiew of t~e attitude which this Commission has adopted 'during the last few days, I 
would SlmJ?lY pomt out that _we have taken no decision either to terminate the preparatory 
work for ~Isarmament ?r ~o fix any date for the Disarmament Conference. I have no power 
to constr~n .the CommiSSIOn to advance with greater speed. I do not think that, in urging 
~he CommiSSIOn to ~re~s on to a c?nclusion, I can be reproached with compromising our success 
m th~ future bY: Wishmg to achieve it forthwith. Nor would it be justifiable to argue, as 
certam rema~ks m the d~bate appeared· to suggest, that the German Government and myself 
are. alone desir.ous of urgmg the Commission to go forward. No, gentlemen; it is the Treaties
which are urgmg you .to go forward; we did not draw up the text of the Covenant; we· did 
no~ draw up the Treaties. But the Covenant and the Treaties have been signed and solemnly 
r~hfied, and. therefore they must be carried out. That fact was recognised by the Assembly. 
Need 1 remmd you, gentlemen, that the Assembly of 1926 desired that the Disarmament 
Conference should meet before the autumn of 1927 ? Need I remind you that the Assembly 
of 1927 urged us to " hasten the completion of its teclmical work and to convene the Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments immediately this work has been completed" ? 

•• • 



I am bound, to my deep regret, to declare that this resolution, together with the 
instructions given by the Assembly, have not received the attention which they deserved.· I am 
bound to state that the pace at which our Commission has chosen to proceed is evidence of 
lack of zeal to give effect to the clauses of the Covenant. 

The German Government, which has never ceased to press for greater speed in the work 
for disarmament in conformity with the Covenant and the Treaties, does not desire to be 
held responsible by the world's public opinion for the fact that this Commission is showing 
itseH constantly less able to fulfil the hopes which were based upon it when the Assembly 
and the Council entrusted it with a task of such importance and of such weighty responsibility 
in the eyes of posterity-namely, to prepare for the first Disarmament Conference. 

As we are now to separate once more, contrary to all expectation, without having moved 
a single step forward, without having decided on the programme or the date of the Conference, 
there is manifestly only one course open to those who, like ourselves, desire the success of our 
labours in the interests of peace, namely, to make an appeal next autumn to the Assembly i 
to the Assembly which, three years ago-as it will then be-decreed that this preparatory 
work should l>e undertaken ; to the Assembly to which we ourselves, gentlemen, are responsible. 

It need hardly be said that I should be well content if our Commission were able at the 
next Assembly to submit a draft Disarmament Convention which had passed its second reading, 
for such a Draft would be able to dissipate the doubts and grave apprehensions which I have 
been compelled to express here in the most public manner. Nevertheless, gentlemen, having 
regard to the course which our proceedings have now taken, it is to be feared that this hope 
again will be disappointed. In that case, the Assembly, which is the custodian of the prestige 
and.authority of the League of Nations, will be the proper authority to direct our Commission 
to cease to give evidence in· its too numerous sessions of such regrettable sterility. The 
Assembly will also be the authority best fitted to receive a: report on the actual progress of the 
conversations between Governments which are constantly being alluded to here with so much 
fervour, but which, as we may again perceive, have taken place within an extremely modest 
and inadequate compass and which have not yet attained any practical result. 

The PRESIDENT. - The discussion on the draft resolution submitted by the German 
delegation is closed. 

20. Progress of the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Dlsarmamant Conference 1 
Item 3 of the Agenda: Discussion of the Draft Resolution submitted by the Bureau, 

The PRESIDENT. - I submit to the Commission on behalf of the Bureau the following 
revised text of its draft resolution: 

"The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference : 
"I. Having examined the bases of the draft Convention for Immediate, Complete 

and General Disarmament submitted by the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics, notes 
that the immense majority of its members are of opinion that this Draft, while in 
harmony. with the ideals of mankind, is under existing world conditions incapable of being 
carried into execution, that it can only be realised when international organisation is 
strengthened in respect both of methods of pacific procedure and the system of sanctions, 
and that, consequently, the said Draft cannot be accepted by the Commission as a basis 
for its work, which work must be pursued along the lines already mapped out ; 

" II. Takes note of the proposal submitted by the German delegation regarding 
the last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant, and of the new draft Convention submitted 
by the delegation of _the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics on the question of the 
reduction of armaments, and, while reserving their consideration until its next session, 

,. commends them to the attention of the various Governments; 
" III. Decides to leave its President free to fix, according to circumstances, the 

date at which it would be practically useful to convene a new session of the Commission 
in order to proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments. The Commission expresses the wish that the new session 
should begin in any case before the next session of the Assembly." 

The Hoi~. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America). - Mr. President,-It will be 
remembered that, in the course of the debate yesterday, I made a definite proposal that, when 
the time ·came to choose a date for our next meeting, we should refrain from choosing any 
arbitrary date and should leave to our President the duty and responsibility of calling us 
together at such time as, in his judgment, we could profitably embark upon a second reading. 
My proposal was honoured with the warm support of a number of my colleagues, among them 
the honourable delegates for Italy, Japan and Turkey, and several others. 
· I assumed that, in view of the fact that this proposal had commended itself to some at 
least of my colleagues, it would be taken into consideration in the drafting of the resolution 
on the subject of our next meeting. I confess to some surprise to observe from the wording 
of this resolution that my proposal has not been taken into account, and I feel impelled to ask 
on what grounds it was found impossible so to take it into ac:count. My proposal was based 
on certain serious practical reasons of economy and convenience. I shall not take up the 
time of the Commission in recapitulating those reasons ; I think you all have them fairly in 
mind. I can conceive just one ground, Mr. President, on which we should be justified at 
this time in deciding upon a definite limit such as is placed upon the freedom of the President 
in fixing a date. This would be the case only Jf we conld be assured that the conversations . . . 
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which have been alluded to in the course of the dis~ussions here are proceeding so satisfactorily 
as to give us a definite assurance, or a very constderable assurance, that we can come back 
here at the date chosen with a sufficient amount of agreement to ensure suc~e;ss. If,_ on. the 
other hand, there is no such assurance, I feel that we come back to the ongtnal objectt?ns 
which I raised yesterday to fixing a definite date. I need hardly ~ay here _that no delegation 
is more heartily in favour of proceeding with the work at the earh~st posSible moment. when 
this can be done effectively. In order that my views may b~ qmte clear, I should like to 
move an amendment to strike out the last sentence of the resolution. 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - Mr. President,-! hope you will 
understand that I cannot vote for that resolution, nor for any part of it. I cannot vote for 
Part I which rejects our own proposal for total disarmament. I cannot vote for the last part, 
which' does not fix any date for the next session of the Commission. I particularly object 
to the second part, in which the first reading of o~r· _new ?raft Conve~tion for the Re?u~tion 
of Armaments is referred to a later date. Thts ts bemg done wtthout any prehmmary 
discussion· there has been no discussion on this point at all. It is a resolution quite new to me 
and I do ~ot know-and I did not know last night-on what grounds the refusal to consider 
our proposals now, at this session, is based. As the pro·posals for transferring the work of 
the Preparatory Disarmament Commission to the International Conference have been 
rejected I venture to express a hope at the eleventh hour that some attempt may be 
made td bring new life into the Preparatory Commission, and I for one would like to be a 
contributor to this end by moving the first reading of the new Soviet draft Convention. 
Before doing this, however, I wish to refer shortly to a remark that was made this 
morning by Count Clauzel to the .effect that I had said that we should not support our 
own draft Convention if it were to be adopted by other Governments, implying that our 
revolution is already devouring its children. I wish to assure Count Clauzel on this point. 
He evidently did not quite understand my words. I said that a Soviet Government would 
not necessarily feel itself bound by all the articles of the draft Convention. A part of the 
Draft is not the Draft itself. I should also like to qualify Count Clauzel's remarks as to 
our draft Convention for total disarmament having received examination article by article at 
this session. A number of articles have, it is true, been scrutinised and subjected tci severe 
criticism, but these have been the least essential points. The first thirty-six articles, which 
form the essence of the whole project; have not been touched on. Total disarmament-the 
very gist of our Convention-has been summarily rejected. · 

I should like, while I am about it, to explain to the honourable delegate for Poland that 
the Preamble of our new Convention, in calling armaments one of the factors of war, is not 
in contradiction with our previous statements. We have never asserted that armaments 
are the only cause of war, but that abolition of armaments would certainly stop war. · The 
causes may be hydra-headed, but all these heads can be smitten off with one sword. . 

I now come to our second set of proposals. The resolutions now proposed seem to point 
to the existence of a desire among those present not to occupy themselves with our draft 
Convention for the Reduction of Ar~aments but to bring the session to a speedy end. It 
is easy to understand the human destre of those who have been here from the beginning of 
the Session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security to cease from their labours for a 
while, but they themselves can scarcely feel true satisfaction in bringing the session to an end 
when work still remains to be done. · 

Complaints have been made that we_ have, so_ to speak, sprung upon the Commission, 
at the ele~enth hour, a ne": dr~ft Convention .. It will be u.ndex:stood that, while our proposals · 
for tota~ d1sarmament-~h~ch 1~ and always will be .our ch~ef atm-had not been conclusively 
dealt With by the Commtss10n, tt would have been tmposstble for us to bring in proposals of 
less interest to us and excluding our first proposals. . 

•. I shall not now go into the merits of our dJ;aft Con.vention, although some parts of"it 
have really been touched on by the speakers th1s mornmg. ·For instance the honourable" 
delegate fo: Poland ~aid that. what ~s new in. ~ur proposals is not good and ~hat is good is not 
new. I thmk he Will find htmself m opposttlon to the honourable delegate for France who 
~old us this morning th::tt there is nothing new in our _Proposals and that what is contained 
m them was long ago reJected. That means that ~hat IS good has been rejected! According 
to the honourable delegate for Poland, you have r~Je~ted what is good in our proposals. 

I cannot ~nderst.and Count. Clauzel wh~n he mst~ts to-day, as he did last night, that the 
. best way of domg frmtful work ts to do nothmg. I tned to obtain some explanation from him 

yesterday, bu~ he ~as repe::tted th~ same statement ~o-day without giving any explanation. 
I am tr~mg to spe~k m Enghsh, but I am afratd that whatever language I use would 

always. rematn the Sovtet language and would scarcely be understandable to the other 
delega~10~s here. . I shall therefore try to speak a language which has been used here before 
on a s1m1lar occaSion, when the first two schemes for part1'al disarma t · t d d 
b h B · · h d F h · . . men were m ro uce y t e ntts an rene delegations. Thts ts what was said at the time : · 

" Once those three great categories have been adopted we ca th. . t 'd 'th' h f h h • n en go on o const er 
WI m eac o t em t e general problems with regard to which a t · d · bl 

th · f · · n agreemen ts estra e on e question o prmC!ple before we go into technical details." 

h That was said by the President. That is exactly what we demand for our draft Convention 
-t at you should first agree on. the main principles and then pass on to the detailed discussion. 
That _was proposed by the Prestdent when the first two schemes were introduced and 1 would 
ask htm to be good enough to extend to us t~e same privilege. 
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J:urther, the delegate of the British Empire, Viscount Cecil, said : 

"\Ve are met formally to consider the results of the enquiries that our technical 
Sub-Commissions have been carrying out, but I agree that you must fed there will be a 
profound disappointment in the world unless we can show, at the end of our session, 
a definite and concrete advance in the path towards reduction and limitation of armaments." 

That was said at the third session of this Commission. Since then, we have held our 
fourth and fifth sessions and nothing has been done. The same sentences can be applied 
to our present work. 

Further on, Viscount Cecil says : 

"The British Government have, I need not say in common with all the other Govem
ments, been considering this question with the greatest care, and they have thought 
that probably the best way they can help in a solution of this very grave question is to 
present to this Commission a draft project of a Convention, not, of course, Wtth a view of 
imposing the solutions there stated upon their colleagues-that would be an absurd 
pretension-but to form the basis of a discussion which we hope will be more fruitful 
than any· other way of approaching this delicate and diflicult subject. I have drawn 
up that Convention, and, before I proceed with my observations, I will ask the Secretariat 
to be good enough to hand round copies in English and French of that Convention." 

That is exactly what I said last night ; I said I would pass on our draft Convention to 
the Secretariat to be distributed to you for your consideration. That has bet•n done. I must 
pay a tribute to the excellent work done by the Disarmament Section of the League, to which 
I can hardly give too much praise. We have now before us our draft Convention in both 
languages, and I see no reason why it should not be dealt with in the same way as was dono 
at the first session with the British and French draft Conventions.· The honourable delegate for 
Poland, M. Sokal, said at that time : 

" It would be better for us to know both the British and the French Drafts before 
continuing the discussion, and to adjourn until Thursday or Wednesday afternoon." 

He went so far as to propose an adjournment for several days to study the proposal 
and then proceed with further work. I would ask the delegate of our neighbouring country 
to be good enough to allow us the same privilege. 

The last quotation I wish to make is from a speech by the honourable delegate of the 
United States of America, who said : . 

"The draft Conventions which have been submitted by the British and French 
delegations and the very important explanations which have been offered by Viscount 
Cecil and M. Paul-Boncour have given us a great deal of material calling for the most 
careful study. · I confess I have not yet had time to examine these proposals with .the 
care which they deserve .. My military and naval associates are studying them carefully, 
but in a matter of such vast importance they feel they will require several days to do 
full justice to the subject. . 

" Realising the importance of the draft Conventions, I have telegraphed the full 
text of both of them to my Government, and I trust that within a few days I may be in 
possession of an expression of its views." 

· You· will see from that what action was taken by honourable delegates in connection 
with other schemes introduced by other delegations. I ask you, Mr. President and gentlemen, 
why, in fairness, the same procedure should not apply in the case of our proposals. What 
are the ob~taCles in the way of considering at least the principles of our Convention and express-

• . i»g views upon them ? Why should not we proceed with the first reading in the same way 
· ··• as with regard to the other Conventions ? • 

I therefore feel I cannot fulfil my task and the mandate I have received from my Govern
ment without moving in the most formal way the first reading of our new draft Convention 

. on the .Reduction of Armaments. 

. . i.ord CusHENDUN (British Empire) . .....:. It appears to me that we are once more faced 
·.:with a question of procedure which may be one of considerable importance, and I cannot 
.. help thinking that our deliberations havebeen very much and unnecessarily lengthene~ and 

the issues-confused because we have not always kept clearly before us the exact mohon or 
.resolution which was for immediate consideration. At the present moment, we began by having 

.·.put into our hands a resolution prepared by the Bureau, and discussion began upon that 
resolution, and Mr. Gibson moved an. amendment to leave out the last sentence. Now, I 

-do most earnestly hope that, whatever may. be the opinion of the Commission with regard 
·.to the merits of M. Litvinoff's proposal (on which I do not wish to say anything for the moment), 

we shall get rid one way or the other of that resolution first. Surely it is obviously an elementary 
business habit to •dispose of one· thing before you go on to another, instead of getting 
them all helplessly mixed up together. If ~e resolution of the Bureau, with or without Mr. 
Gibson's amendment, is carried by a majority, then ~I. Litvinoff's proposal would be inconsistent 
with if and would naturally fall to the ground, and he· would, ~f course, very naturally, 

·in orde~ to give effect to his own views, vote against the motion of the Bureau, as he has 
-.. told us he is prepared to. ~o. If, on the ot~er h~nd •. the ~aj?rity of the Commission sympathises 

with M. Litvinoff's poSition and agrees With .h1s VIews, 1t JS open to them to vote agamst the 
Bureau resolution in order to give him ·an opportunity of bringing his forward .afterwards. 

t. . . - - . • . 
• 
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Surely it is impossible for us either to discuss or to vote upon the two at o~e :md the same 
time? I shall have some observations to make upon _the ~roposal of M. L~tvmo~, because 
I should like to point out to the Commission, when the nght time comes, that, m my Ju.dgment, 
there is no sort of analogy whatever between the acceptance of the draft Conventi!.ms put 
forward by Viscount Cecil and M. Paul-Boncour l3;5t year a~d the proposal to consider the 
draft Convention of M. Litvinoff now. I do not thmk there IS any analogy between the two 
cases ; the circumstances are quite different. I do not, ho~ever, wish ~o go into tha~ f?r the 
moment, because I should be making the very mistake which I am a;>kmg t~~ Col_l1miSSIOn to 
avoid, and therefore I do earnestly hope that we shall come ~o !1- defi~Ite dec.Ision, If necessary 
by a vote, in order that we may know wha"t the CommiSSIOn thmks With regard to the 
resolution submitted by the Bureau. . . . .. 

With reference to the amendment proposed by Mr. Gibson, I thmk It IS a very reasonable 
one. It seems to me to be rather contradictory first of all to say that we shall leave to the 
discretion of the President the convening of a meeting at a time when the circumstances 
make a successful issue probable, and at the sam~ time to l~y ~own a limit. T~at 9uestion 
presents itself to my mind as a sort of analogy With some scientific research. Scientific men 
may be engaged upon research to discover some particular substance-possibly a drug very 
desirable for the cure of disease-and they may devote all their energies and knowledge. to 
the examination of that scientific subject. Surely it would be very absurd if some authonty 
interested in their scientific enquiry were to say: "You must achieve a result by September 
Ist"; or, " You must achieve a result by October Ist ". All that you can do in such cases is to 
say: " Devote your energies to the matter, do not delay, and let us have results as soon as 
possible. " I entirely agree wi(h Mr. Gibson that it is probably harmful to lay down limits. 
I think harm has been done already. The idea that there have been such frequent delays 
and constant postponements has arisen from the fact that we have from time to time fixed 
dates at which we should meet again without regard to the position when that date arrived. 

I sympathise with Count Bernstorff and others who take that view; they look back over 
the history of this question and point to last year, to July, to September and other dates, 
and say that the Commission is constantly meeting but that no results are achieved; but that 
is because there is riot sufficient preparation and because we hold these meetings at certain 
fixed dates in the calendars without regard to the circumstances which make the result 
favourable or unfavourable. · 

I only raise these two points : first, that we should dispose of the resolution of the Bureau 
before we proceed to discuss M. Litvinoff's proposal; and I suggest that we should support · 
the amendment moved by Mr. Gibson. 

The PRESIDENT. - I opened the discussion on the resolution as a whole to give an oppor-
tunity for an exchange of views ; but I trusted that it would be brief. · 

I agree with Lord Cushendun that we must now take the proposals in succession. 
I will begin with paragraph III, to which Mr. Gibson's amendment refers. I request 

those who are about to speak to be good enough to confine their remarks for the moment 
to that amendment. You will remember that Mr. Gibson has moved to omit from ilie draft · 
resolution the last sentence : · 

" The Commission expresses the wish that the new session should begin in any case 
before the next session of the Assembly," · 

M. RuTGERS (Netherlands). - If we were- to omit only the last words: "before the 
next session of the Assembly", we should still say that the Commission "expresses the wish 
~hat the new session should begin in any case ", which would be excellent. It is very desirable 
mdeed that _we should have some assuran~e th?-t there will be a new session "in any case". 

I practised for some years as a barnster m the Law Courts at. Amsterdam. I noticed 
• a rather singular fact, namely, that my colleagues (not to mention myself), though they were ' 
. v_ery hard workers, only produced the work allotted to them at the very last minute of ilie o 

time allowed, I cannot help wondering whether the conversations which Count Clauzel and 
Lord Cushendun_have referred to would have taken place by now were it not that the military 
experts of _the different _Governments had been brought together at Geneva for our session. 
I f«;el that It may be desirable to ensure that our work should not be subject to further delays, 
as m the pa~t, and that for that purpose we shou!d fix some final date in order to be sure that 
we shall a!flve at the g?al we all desire. Consider what might happen if we do not mention 
any date m our resolution .. The .conv_ersations in question are not being held in public. I 
do not know h?w our President IS gomg to be kep~ constantly informed of the progress of 
those ?o~versat~ons.. It may ~appen _that the !?resident, being anxious not to convene the 
CommJssJon agam Without havmg received suffici~nt assurances that our goal can be attained, 
may not ven~ure to summon us for another sessiOn because he may not be certain whether 
the conversatiOns have been proceeded with. If we omit the last sentence it is possible that 
we rna~ nev.er assemble again here. For that reason, I, personally, consider it rather important 
to retam th1s sentence. · 

~ou~t ~LAUZEL (France). - I have asked to speak in order to reply, in conformity with 
your InVItatiOn to the members of the Commissionc to the amendment of Mr. Gibson, which 
has been supported by Lord Cushendun. 
h I would remind you that it is in part due to the insistence of the French delegation that 

t e s~ntence now. under disc~ssion was added to the resolution. I have indeed, on several 
occasJfns, emph_asJsed the des1re of the French delegation that our work should attain fruition 
as ear Y as possible. It was for that reason teat I had asked that the second reading, during: 

L . 
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which we shall study th_e proposals of the Soviet delegation, should be held before the next 
Assembly. That w~ eVIdence that it was my desire to take a step forward as early as possible. 
I ha':e already explamed my reasons at such length that it is unnecessary for me to take up 
the time of ~e Commission in repeating them. These reasons are recorded in our Minutes, 
and the_ Pt?blic has had the opportunity of noting them. I only desire to express my regret 
to M. LltVInoff that my remarks were not better understood by him. I used to know Russian 
when I was a young man; I am afraid I have rather forgotten it. Besides, I should not have 
been able to make use of his beautiful language, as its use has not yet been authorised in the League 
of Nations. But he knows French very well and I am sure that he understood me perfectly, 
unless, indeed, perhaps he did not wish to appear to understand me; for in French we have 
a well-known proverb which says that "there are none so deaf l\5 those who won't hear", 

' M. Litvinoff is very well aware-as is also Count Bernstorff-that the French delegation is 
extremely desirous of reaching positive results as early as possible and under the most favour
able conditions. It is for that reason that we wished-that we still wish-that this second 

• 

• reading, during which the proposals of the Soviet delegation will be discussed, should be taken 
at the earliest possible date. I am compelled to give way before the arguments of economy 
and convenience which have been advanced by the representative of the distant Rl•public 
of the United States and which have been supported by Lord Cushendun with all the weight 

. of his authority. I would gladly accept whatever wording may be thought best in this sense, 
it being understood that the desire which I have expressed on behalf of the French delegation 
will, in any case, be recorded in our Minutes. Or, if it should be possible to find some formula 
of compromise which would express a hope instead of a wish, and which would be acceptable 
to Mr. Gibson and the representative of the British Empire, I should be very glad to support it. 

However that may be, I have had an opportunity of repenting once more that the desire 
of the French delegation is to reach positive results as early as possible and under favoumble 
conditions. 

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). - I desire to move the following wording, which might, 
it appears to me, easily reconcile the different points of view expressed in the discussion : 

" The Commission expresses the hope that the new session should begin at the earliest 
opportune date and, if possible, before the next session of the Assembly." 

The Hon. Hugh GIBSON (United States of America).- I think the wording suggested by 
the honourable delegate for Czechoslovakia is entirely responsive to the end that we have 
in view in that it removes the apparent contradiction between the two paragraphs. In 
order to give effect to my views, I shall be glad to withdraw my amendment and accept his. 

The PRESIDENT. - The following is the text as now amended: 
" Decides to leave its President free to fix, according to circumstances, the date at 

which it would be practically useful to convene a new session in order to proceed to the 
second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 
The Commission expresses the hope that the new session should begin at the earliest opportune 
date and, if possible, before the next session of the Assembly." 

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - I have been anticipated by M. Veverka. I had intended 
to propose an amendment almost in the same terms, but I accept the wording proposed by 
M. Veverka. 

MUNIR Bey (Turkey). - The Turkish delegation desires an explanation in regard to 
paragraph III of the resolution. We observe that in paragraph II certain. questions are 
reserved for examination at a later session of the Preparatory Commission, whereas in para
~aph III the second reading of the draft Convention is alone referred to. Is it clearly under
sTood that not only the second reading of the draft Convention but also the questions reserved. 

• for examination by this Commission, including the draft of the Soviet delegation, are also 
intended? 

The PRESIDENT. - That is so. Paragraph II says "until its next session". I think 
that·we are agreed. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - I have already expressed my approval of Mr. Gibson's 
proposal, and I gave you my reasons. Now that Mr. Gibson accepts 1\I. Veverka's amendf!!ent, 
I am prepared to agree to that also, and I may add that I have every hope th~t our President 
will convene the Commission when his information allows him to feel suffictently confident 
that our work will yield results somewhat more positive than has hitherto been the case. 

Paragraph III was adopted as read by the President. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - May I be allowed just one word ? I did not vote 
on 1\!r. Gibson's proposal because, after the discussions of the last few days, it must be p~rfectly 
clear that I shall not vote for this third part of the resolution at all, and as I vote agamst the 
whole resolution, I have no occasion to consider amendments. 

The PRESIDENT. ~We will now pass on to paragraph I of the resolution. Dr. Riddell 
has some remarks to make. 
• Di. RIDDELL (Canada). - I would move to. delete in par~ar,h I the words ·:in respect 
both of methods of pacific procedure and the syst~m of sanct10n_s , f?r the followmg reason . 

• The enumeration seems to the Canadiair de~gatlon to be enbrely mcomplete, and unless 
• • 
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red to com Jete it it is better to leave it out. I~ a~ds nothi~g to the.principle 
youlfare Jf.r;{';ou have st!ted of the lack of international orgamsabon; and m the third pla·C:' 
Its~ '. w IC d d it uts this Commission on record as stating that both the methods. of pac~ c 
~~;:e~u;:~:d all~ystems of sanctions are inadequate: I therefore have pleasure m movmg 
the deletion of those words. . 1 

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - The Italian delegation gives its hearty support to the 
proposal by the honourable delegate of Canada. . 

M SOKAL (Poland). _ I think that we can hardly examine the resolution w~rd by word 
and di~cuss each passage, or we shall never get to the end. I propose ~hat we om1t the whole 
of the first part of the paragraph, which does not in the least repr~sent the.1dea we have e~pressed. 
What it means is that the Soviet Draft is in harm.ony w1t~ t~e 1deals of. mankmd, but . 
under existing world conditions is incapable of be!ng earned m~o execub?n· I do not 
think we said that the Draft was in harmony with the 1deal~ of mankmd ; we sa1~ that general . 
disarmament was in harmony with those ideals. The wordmg used does not qwte reflect the 
Commission's opinion. 

I think, however, that remarks like "this could be multiplied by th~ dozen, and it would 
take us a fortnight to examine the text. It would be much better s1mply to say that the. 
Commission : · 

"Notes that this Draft cannot be accepted by the Commission as a basis for its 
work, which work must be pursued along the lines already mapped out. " . 

The PRESIDENT. - The following is the text proposed by M. Sokal for paragraph I: 
"Notes that the immense majority of its members are of opinion th.at this Draft 

cannot·be accepted by the Commission as a basis for its work, which work must be pursued 
along the lines already mapped out." 

M, HoLsT! (Finland). - I support M. Sokal's suggestion. 

M. PEREZ (Argentine). - The Argentine delegation also supports M. Sokal's amendment . 

. . Count CLAUZEL (France) . ..:..., The French delegation is also entirely in favour of M. Sokal's 
happy suggestion. · · · · · · 

···· Dr .. RIDDELL (Canada). - I shall be very ple~sed to withdraw my amendment in favour 
of M. Sokal's proposal, ~s the greater includes the less. · · 

Pa'ragraph I was adopted in the text_proposed by M. Sakal. · 

Count BERNSTORFF. (Germany). - I should like· to ask for an explanation. with. regard 
to paragraph -II. )£ T understood aright, it was ~decided, when adopting this parag~;aph. of 
the resolution, not at present to discuss the new draftConYf!nt~on·submitted bythedelegatlon 
of the Union of Socialist Soviet ~ep\lblics. ·. · ' · · · · · · · · · · ·. ' · · 

. ' ' .. 
The PRESIDENT. - Yes, -that is the correct interpretation. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany). - As the Commission has not yet taken a 'decision
on this point, I should like to state that I am' always-at any time, day or night-ready. to _ 
discuss all matters relating to disarmament, and t)lat therefore I am perfectly prepared to 
examine M. Litvinoff's draft at once; · · · · 

. The PRESIDENT .. .....,. If. that .is the Commission's wish,:if can,. of ~~urse;' .cipim a discussion· 
here and now on M. Litvinoff's draft Convention~ )t, has~ however, been pointed· out that ·. 
such a procedure would not. be in conformity with;tJle''agenda al'!~;l:that the Russian proposals ,, 
were submitted to us too late for discussion at our ·p~sent•session. ·we could, if we wishe'ii; · · 
modify the procedure, butl ~:eally think that in the Circumstances it would be. :better to post-· ... 
pone the study of this <;!raft" Convention unti}.our next session,.an!l to submitit in the 111eantime · 
to· the various Governments .. · ~· ·. · . : . , . · · .· :_ ':- ~ .... ,: •. : · ~~ ' . ·. ·· · 

Paragrap/1 II and the draft resolution as a whole were adopted:.· . , .. 

. . M. LITVINOFF (Union "of Socialist Soviet Repub]jcs). - :Mr: Presid~nf:-i.r corisider Iriyself . 
bo~nd, be.fore the Com~ission fin~lly disperses, t() ~~ake a shortdeclaratic:)n expoundingAhe · 
pomt of VIew of the Soviet delegat10n and of th~ Sov1e.tGovernm~nt with regard to the results. 
of t~a_t part of the work of -the Preparatory. Commission in which 'the Soviet delegation, .. has· 
participated. - . .. .. · · ·. : · . .... . .. :; ,· -. . _ 

. Y~u 3:re aware, 1\Ir. ~resident, that the S~niiet Governineiif"respondecr imfuediat'dy to 
the mv1tat1~n ?f t~e Council ~f the Lea~e of N abons to take !?art in. the. labours of the Prepara-. 
~ory Commtss1on, an? that It was not 1ts fault that theSov1et delegation could not take part 
m the first three ~ess10_ns. As soon ~ the Soviet. delegation arrived to take part in the work 
?f the .fourth s~ss10n,_ 1t presented, ;Without wastmg a moment .of t_ime, its proposal fo:r: the 
1mmedtate constderaboli of the principle of immedi'l.te, complete and ·general disarmament: 

The proposal of the So~iet delegation 'Yas rejected by the Preparatory Commission, which 
only agreed to undertake tts consideration at the next session:. The fifth. session; taking 
place three months after the fourth, considered the Soviet proposal in order to -reject it.' I am 
therefore unabl~ to affi~~ that the Commission during the course of its fourth a.nd fifth sessions 
has done anyth~ng P<;>Sthve by way of fulfilling" those tasks for which' it was created .. In the 
r.ourse of t~e ~ISCUSSJOn of t_he Soviet draft Convention for total ,disarrriament, we wer~:·-.told. 
that the pnnc1ple of total diSarmament itself"w.ns 'Counter to the Cov'enaiit of the League ofv · 

~ . . . . 



- JIJ-

~~ti~ns and contradicts the mandate given to the Preparat'ory Commi;;sion, so that this 
pnnople cannot be made the basis of its further labours. We have bet'n assured that the 
Commission can only do fmitful work by accepting as a basis the principle of the reduction 
of armaments. 

True to the sincere desire of its Government to do ewrything pos..~ible to bring about even 
t~e partial diminution of the burden of militarism, the Soviet dt'kgation, without wasting 
time on formalities, and firmly desirous somehow or another to achit•ve the tasks it had st't 
itself for the reduction of armaments, immediately brought in its projt'ct for partial disarma
ment, based on the same principle as has been declared by all the speakt'rs here to undt'rlie 
the work of the Preparatory Commission. 

The Soviet delegation is still unable to see any serious justification for any postp<mt•nwnt 
of the consideration of a scheme capable in any way of lightening the burden of militarism and 
thus in itself diminishing the danger of war. 

Despite the aspirations and insistence of the Soviet delegation for the most rapi<l possible 
achievement of that aim, the realisation of which humanity is awaiting, the l'n'paratory (om
mission has found it possible to postpone indefinitely the considt'ration of the Sovil't draft 
Convention for partial disarmament. 

Most of those coming to such a decision apparently consider that the realisation as spt'l'dily 
as possible of the problem of disarmament, if only partial, can wait. They consitlcr appart•ntly 
that humanity can wait indefinitely for the Preparatory Commission to lind a conVl'nicnt time 
for the resumption of work capable of causing some relief to the burden of incessant armament 
and diminishing the possibility of the repetition of a new massacre still more monstrous than 
the last. 

Voices have been heard-! recall the words of M. Politis-comparing the work of the 
Preparatory Commission to that of a scientist in his laboratory. It has brt•n ironically remarked 
that the ignorant do not understand the necessity for slowm,ss in such scientific rl'~t·arch. 

I feel myself bound to declare that the Soviet delegation docs not regard the work of the 
Preparatory Commission as similar to the research work of an astronomer endeavouring to 
find a new star or planet. Great as are the services of astronomy, humanity can wait for the 
discovery of new stars. 

To agree to a similar slowness of work with regard to a question of such urgent practical 
politics as that of disarmament or reduction of armaments would be to ignore the true interests 
of humanity and the dangers with which it is continually faced . 

. May those who believe that they have indefinite time at their disposal for work in the 
Preparatory Disarmament Commission not receive a rude shock one day I We, for our part, 
knowing something of international relations, see these dangers and have tried to warn the 
Preparatory Commission to work speedily with a view to avoiding them, 

The Soviet delegation cannot undertake any responsibility whatsoever for the delay in 
considering its draft Convention for partial disarmament. It emphasises with the utmost 
clarity that the responsibility for this delay, with all its possible consequences, must be laid 
at the door of the majority in this Commission. 

21. Close of the Session 1 , 

The PRESIDENT.- Gentlemen,-We have now come to the end of our work, and it remains 
for me to draw up a balance-sheet of our session. I need not detain you long. 

For a long time before the opening of this session, it was said on all sides, both among 
delegates and among the public, that this session would be of no importance. Now that our 
meeting is at an end, I venture to say that, on the contrary, this session has been undeniably 
important and interesting. Its importance consists above all in the fact that the delegation 

.of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics has had an opportunity of freely developing its 
ideas in regard to total and general disarmament or, as its title reads, "immediate, complete 
and general disarmament ". On the other hand, the members of our Commission, with that 
frankness which distinguishes all our meetings at Geneva, have been able, without any 
circumlocution, to expound their criticisms and opinions in regard to the Russian proposals. 
It has been shown that the Russian Draft is impracticable, or, if I may be allowed to use the 
words of our draft resolution, "incapable, under existing world conditions, of being carried 
into execution ". 

The new proposals by the Soviet delegation which were distributed to us yesterday 
evening have not been discussed. They will be submitted to the different Governments, and 
we shall see at our next session what use can be made of them. 

You have asked me to convene this session as soon as possible, and I undertake to do so. 
You have left it to me to decide as to when. I need not repeat what I have already said a 
few days ago-that I shall not fix upon any arbitrary date of meeting. It is my hope that I 
shall be able to convene the meeting as soon as possible, probably before the next Assembly. 

I may also recall that we have taken a firm decision, marked by the manner in which the 
Commission received Count Bernstorff's proposal. \Ve have decided not to abandon the 
method of work hitherto adopted, but to follow along the lines that we have a1ready mapped 
out. \Ve shall therefore take a second reading of our draft Convention. 

• See Annex 6 . 
• 
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On the present occasion, we have had the pleasure of. welcomin~ a new ~eleg~tion-tha• 
of Turkey--and we rejoice to learn that it will be takmg part m the discussiOns of tb· 
Committee on Arbitration and Security. . . . 

We have also had among us, for the second time, the delegation of the Umon of Socialist 
Soviet Republics. I hope that this will not be the last time~ and I unde.rsta.nd that that 
delegation will participate in our next session. ~ay I say that I~s coll.abo~a!Ion IS very useful 
to us. Obviously, the clas)l of ideas, especially m the man.ner IJ?- .":hich I~ IS produced at the 
meetings in Geneva, is of the utmost importance, a~d S?VIet cn~IcJsm will always be useful 
to our discussions. I will, however, ask that delegation m all ~enousn~ss to attend ol!r next 
and any ensuing meetings in a constructive spirit, and. not wtth the Idea of destroymg the 
work we have already done. I may be allowed to make this request, for we are old an~ they 
are young and in the study of these problems age has great advantages. It has expenence. 
When I s~y "we" I mean our Governments. We have experience and along with that a 
very exact sense of realities. As I have said to you quite rec~ntly, we old on~ understand 
the psychology and mentality of me~ and of the ~asses which mak~ up nation~. If ~he 
delegations of younger Go.vernments. will co-ope_rate with. us, we can. achieve great things with 
our combination of youthful enthusiasm and npe expenence. I will ask them to come and 
join us in our laboratory of peace, in our disarmament laboratory, and help us to prepare a gradual 
disarmament, both moral and material, as we understand it and have always understood 
it-that is to say, a gradual reduction of armaments. If they will help us to do that, we shall 
avoid disappointing the peoples of the world, who may one day reproach us with having thrown 
dust in their eyes. (Applause.) 

M. VALDES-MENDEVILLE (Chile). - I have asked permission to speak at the conclusion 
of our work, in the first place to thank the President for the tact and impartiality he has 
shown in the direction of our discussions and for his devotion to the cause for which we are 
working. He has given fresh proof of it by the wise words he has just uttered. · 

There is one point I wish to make which has an important bearing on our future work. 
Nearly two years ago we lost the collaboration of Spain and Brazil, those two great countries 
whose delegates, inspired by the noble ideals of peace and international co-operation, had 
pla:,1ed a distinguished part in our work for the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

I am sure that all my colleagues will share the pleasure I feel at the resolution which the 
Spanish Government has taken to respond to the unanimous appeal addressed to it by the 
Council to resume its place in the League of Nations. This happy event gives us the certainty 
that we shall be able to count upon the valuable co-operation of Spain at the next session of 
the Preparatory Commission, and before we part I desired to express the importance I attach 
to this collaboration. 

It would have been a particular pleasure to me to be able to extend the same congratulations 
to Br~zil! for the collaboration of ~his great nation ~n our wo.rk woul~ incr.ease the importance 
and s1gmficance of the co-operation of the countnes of Latm Amenca With our Commission. 
We already enjoy the assistance of the representatives not only of .the States Members of the 
Council but of the Argentine Republic, which has throughout given us such valuable help. 
~ must, however, limit myself to expressing fervent hopes that Brazil will return to her place 
m the League. I hope, at any rate, that she will give our Commission that collaboration 
which she has continued to lend to several organs of the League of Nations, as we have all 
had occasion to note, and as the Brazilian Government itself recalls in its recent telegram to 
the President of the Council. (Applause.) . 

M. LITVINOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics). - We have disagreed during this 
session on so many points that I should. like to end by agreeing on one point, although a very 
small one. I should like to express my gratitude for and appreciation of the excellent work 
done by the Secretariat of the League of Nations, and especially by the Disarmament Section 
and for the efficiency with which they have served us during the session. ,_ ' 

Lord CUSHENDUN (British Empire). - I should like to be allowed, although it is a small" 
P?in~, to express the pleasure that I have in finding myself in complete agreement with M. 
LitVInoff. 

. The PRESIDENT. - I declare the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission· for the 
Disarmament Conference closed. . · 

The Commission rose at 5.50 p.m. 

' 
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C.P.D. 111. 
.HXE..'\: I. 

PROPOSAL BY COUNT BERNSTORFF 
CONCERNING THE LAST PARAGRAPH OF ARTICI.F. R OF TilE CO\'E~ANT 

In conformity with the Council resolution of July 1923. the A.rmmutnls l'tur-Book \VIIS 
oerea ted with a view to the " carrying out, as from the present time, of Ute intentions of the 
last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant N. Thanks to excellent work done by the 
Secretariat of the League, the Year-Book has continued to develop year by year. It cannot, 
however, give a clear idea of the armed forces at the disposal of the dillerent States. The 
Year-Book does not yet fulfil the purpose mentioned in the last paragraph of Article 8 of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, whereby Governments " undertake to exchange full 
:and frank information as to the scale of their armnments, their military, navnl and air 
programmes and the condition of such of their industries ns are adaptnblc to warlike purposes ", 

Exact informntion as to the armaments of States is the basis of that conlldencc which 
-constitutes on~ of the surest guaraittees of peace. It is impossible for States to cstimute till' 
requirements of their national security until they are informed concerning the nt·mnmcnt~ 
{)f other States which might threaten that security. Finally, no starting-point can be found 
for a general scheme of disarmament unless it is known what armaments are in t>xisll•m•e hl•fon• 
disarmament is carried out. -

It would certainly not be expedient to make any essentiul change In Uu: chn•·ncll•r of lhl• 
Armaments Year-Book in its present form or to suggest any limitation of the Information so far 
furnished. At the same time, it is essential that States should undertake to supply such 
information as is required to give a clear idea of the armaments which exist. In m·dl~t· tlml 
this information may be furnished on similar bases and presented in the }'ear-Book In a 
uniform manner, it is very desirable that it should, as far as possible, be given in tabuhu· form. 

Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations obliges Members of the l.en~uc to 
furnish information on the three following points : 

(1) The scale of their armaments; 
(2) Their military, naval and air programmes ; 
(3) The· condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes. 

It is to these three points that the following proposals refer. 

I. SCALE OF ARMAMENTS. 

_ (a) EITectives with·miJitary training at n country's disposal on the outlm•nk of hoslilitil·~ 
(sec Tables I to IX). 

(b) War material at a country's disposal on the outbreak of hoslilitic~ (Ml'll Tuhlcs X 
to Xfl). 

Details should be given as to : 

· (a) The plans -of Governments all regards changes affecting organi~ution or material 
where such changes have been put in force by Jaws or decrees . 

... (b)_ The actual effects of these changes .during the following year. 

Ill. CoNDITION OF SUCH INDUSTRIES AS ARE ADAPTABLE TO \VAIILIKE PunPO!IWI. 

It is important in the first place to know what private and Government armament 
. industries exist in time of. peace. !>JJ th~ output capac1ty and particularly the training of 
en<rineers and workmen wtth expenence m the manufacture of war matenal depend on the 
extent to which the armament industry is employed, it would be well to provide for 
information being given on this question, as in Table XIII. 

In addition, it is important to know what will be the maximum capacity of the 
armament industries in case of war according to the reckoning of the State in question, and 
how far the plans of that State provide for assistance in the production of war material being 
aiven by other industries not engaged in the manufacture of such material in time of peace. 
These particulars miSJlt be supplied under Table XIV. The statistical data already furnished 
by the Armaments xear-Book would retain their full value. It would, however, be desirable 
to supplement and extend them. It might further be coiL~idered whether it would not be 
well also to supply information as to how far a State is lacking in important raw materials 
and how far it is dependent, in view of its particular inllustrial situation, on the importatiou 
of war matt'rial. . 

Lastly, it will perhaps be desirable to supplement the Armaments Year-Book by givin~ 
information on fortifications and on fortified bases for the naval and air forces. 
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LAND ARMAMENTs. - HoME FoncEs. 

Military eiTectives 

-· 
With the colours Service In days Available without mobilisation I Reserve 

· Long-term serviCe Annual 

Total eJTectives 
contingent 

With the Periods or Non- Officers 
Non· 

Other ranks Officers commissiOned Other ranks commissioned I Non· I with the colours active army training otllcers oflicers omccrs commissioned Other ranks 
officers 

I 
.I .. 

,Remarks: 

1. ·• Loug-lel'lll service" indicates, in the case of conscript armies, a longer period of service than that prescribed by law and, in the case of volunteer nrmies, 
a period of service exceeding one ·year. . 

2. Effectives " available without mobilisation" include men of the active army on indefinite leave but liable to recall, and men who have completed their 
service with the colours but do not yet belong, under the laws of the State in question, to the reserve proper.· 

. ' 
3. " Reserve " effectives include classes discharged 

.4. By effectives " available without mobilisation " 
perform· military service in case of war. 

after completing 'their service with the colours Qr their period on the " available " list. 
,I 

and " in reserve " are meant men with military training entered on the registers and obliged by law to 

5; " Other ranks " are men having a lower rank or grade than that o uoJH.:omuussiouetl ollict:r. · 



Table IL 

LAND ARMAMENTS. - OVERSEA FORCES STATIONED IN THE HOME COUNTRY, 

Military eltectlves 

With the colours Service Available without mobilisation Reserve 
In days. 

Long-tenn aervlce Annual 
contingent 

Total eltectlvea With the Periods ot Officers Non-cummlsaloned Other ranko Officers Non-commlsaloned Other raw 
Non-com- Other with the colours active anny training offieers omeers 

Officers mlssloned ronks officers 

Nolt.- The remarks on Table I apply also to Table II. 

Table IlL 

LAND ARMAMENTS. -. TOTAL FoRCES STATIONED IN THE HoME CouNTRY AND OvERSEAS. 

Military el!eetlves 

Long-tonn .. rvke A•-allable without mobllhatlon Reserve 
Total eltoetlws with I Non-commissioned I the colours I Non~=loned I INon-eommblloned Offi<'t'rs Other ranks Offieers Other l'llDks Offieen Other raw onleers olllcers 

I 
Nflit. - The remarks on Table I also apply to Table III. 



Table IV. 

NAVAL Aru.IAMENTS. - ARMED FORCES. 

EIJectiv~ 

Actually eervlng Service to months A vallable withont mobWsation 

Long-tenn eervice Annual . 
contingent Officen and Otber Officers and 

I I 
Total eiJectlves On tbe Periods or warrant Petty officen ratings warrant Officers and Petty Other actoally serving active list train tug officers omcen warrant 

officers officers ratings 

I 
A : Penonnel I for service 
In the fleet. 

I B : Penonnel 

I not tntended 
for service 

I 11 n the fleet. 

Not~. - The remarks on Table I also apply to Table IV, in substituting naval for army expressions. 

Table V. 

AIR ARMAMENTS. - HOME FORCES. 

Air eiJectlves 

Actually ,serving Available without mobilisation 
' Service In days 

Long-term, service Annual 
contingent 

Total ellectlves 

I I 
Officers Non-commls· Other ranks Officers 

Officers Non-eommiJ .. actually serving I Periods or sioned officers Other 
stoned officers ranks 

I I • 
'Note. - The remarks on Table I also apply to Table V . 

• 

Active training 

I ' 

Rese:rve· 

Other 
Petty officers ratings 

Reserve 

Non·commls· Other ranks 
sioned officers 

I I 
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AIR ARMAMENTS. - OVERSEA FoRCES STATIONED IN THE HoKE CouNTRY. 

Air ellecUvea 

ActuaUy aervtns Service In days .I AvaUable without mobiUJaUon Reserve 

Lons·tcrm aervlce Annual 
conUnsent 

Total ellecUvea AcUve Perlodl of omeen Non-commissioned Otber rankl Olllcen Non-commissioned Otber rankl 
Non· Other actuaUy aorvlnll tralnlns omcen olllcen 

omcon oommlsaloned rankl omoon 

. 

Note. - The remarks on Table I also apply to Table VI. 

Table VIL 

AIR ARKAKENTs. - TOTAL FORCES STATIONED IN THE HOKE COUNTRY AND OVERSEAS. 

Air eJiecUWll . 
Lons-tenn aervlco A YRIIable wltbODt IIIOblliaUoa 

I 
Raene 

Total ellectiWll actoally 

omcen Non-commissioned Otber rallb -· I No.....,mmls:l=aed I INoa-commluloaed Otber l'llDkl olllcers Ollll:en ollken Otber ra.ab om.e .. oGicon. 

I I 
I 

Note. - The remarks on Table I also apply to Table VII. 
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Table VDL 

FORCES BELONGING ·TO FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS AND STATIONED 

' IN THE HoME CoUNTRY. 

Serving on Land, at Sea or in Aircraft. 

c;:adrea othen 

Table· IX • 

. FOIICEII BEl.ONGING TO FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS AND 1 STATIONED 

IN OVERSEA TERRITORIES. 

,Serving on Land, at Sea orin Aircraft. 

Cadres 

Tabla X. 

LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Material In service and In reserve 
In the home country and In 

ovenea territories 

1. Rifles or carbines .••.......... 
2. Machine-guns and automatic rifles~ 
3. Guns, long and short, and howit• 

zers of a calibre less than 15 cm.1 •• 

4. Guns, long and short, and howit
zers of a calibre of 15 em. or 
above1 .................... : .. 

5. Mortars of all kinds ........ .. 
6. Tanks ••...•................. 
7. Armoured ·cars. ............... . 

1 Including anti-aircraft weapons 

Number of weapons. 

Othen." 

Number of rounds per weapon 
(rtnes, machine-guns, etc.) 
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Table XL 

NAVAL ARMAMENTS • 
. . 

- This table does not include guns and torpedo-tubes mounted in war vessels. aa thea• 
are shown in the list of units in the Armaments Year-Book. 

Naval material In sOrvice. and In reserve 

1. Rifles or carbines .••.•.••••••• 
2. Machine-guns and automatic 

rifles .. · ...................... . 
3. Guns, long and short, and howit

zers of a calibre less than 15.2 em • 
. (6 inches) •.....••.••..•• , •..• 

4. Guns, long and short, and howit
zers of a calibre of 15.2 em. 
(IJ inches) or above ............. . 

5. Mortars of all kinds ........ .. 
6. Torpedo-tubes ............... · .. 
7. Torpedoes for vessels, aeroplanes 

and coast defence •••.•..••.... 
8. Submarine mines ............ . 
9. Depth charges ............... . 

Number or weapons 

Table XIL 

Number of round• per weapon 
(rlllu, macllln .. IUDI, etc.) 

AIR ARMAMENTS. _: AIR FORCES. 

Material In service and In reserve 
In the home country and In 

oversea terrltorlu 

I. Fighter aeroplanes : 

(a) With one seat ......... . 
(b) With two seats--. ........ . 
(c) For night work ....... .. 

•u. • Reconnaissance and observation 
• aeroplanes .••.. ; .... _ .•...... 

111. Bomber aeroplanes: 

(a) Day •.....•...••.••••.• 
(b) ·Night ..•.•••.•..•.•.•..• 

IV. School aeroplanes 

Number 

A. Land. 

B. Sea. 

Number of machlne·IURI 
for aeroplanu or dlriSiblel 

- Same ~s A. Including aeroplane- in vessels. 

(a) Volume of 30,000 cubic 
meters or more ......... 

(b) Volume of less than 30,000 
cubic meters ........... . 

C, Dirigiblu. 

Bombl 
(In tono) 



Table XIIL 

INDUSTRIES ENGAGED IN TIME OF PEACE IN THE MANUFACTURE OF WAR MATERIAL. 

Actual production In the previous year l19 •• ) 

Cannon, Cannon, Warships Warships 
lon.f lon.f with a with a an an sman- Ammo· standard standard Tor- Cheml-Machlneo short, short, arm nit! on displace- displace- pedoes Tor- Sub- cats for guns Mortars and and ammo- for Aero- ment of ment of (nom- pedo marine Depth war Owner of Nature of RIOesor and of all howlt- howit- nit! on artillery Tanks Armour- planes Bombs . 3,000 less than her) tubes mines charges pur-concern undertaking carbines auto- kinds zers zers \!um- and ed cars (nom- (tons) tons or 3,000 (num- (nom- (num- r.oses matlc of a of a r of· mortars ber) over tons ber) her) ber) cubic rilles calibre calibre rounds) (tons) content) less of 
than 15 em. (ooo's omitted) 15 em. or over 

. E.g. 
Rifle factory ' 

at X. 1-
A. 

Cannon 
foundry For ex ample: Government at Y. 

factories Munitions 
6 for the factoryatL. 8,000 600 120 700 200 6 mill. 150 15 

manu- Shellfoun-
facture of dry at D. 

armaments Artillery 
. workshops 

at B. 
Naval dock· 
yards at C. 

Watch-
spring fac- · 

I tory at K. 
' Small-arms 

factory at L. 
. Explosives ' ' factory at S. ' B. Armour • Private plate fac-

concern for tory at U. - - 50 200 70 2 mill. 80 17 3 the manu- Wagon ·fac-
facture of tory at V. . armaments Aeroplane ' 

factory at 
. w. 

Naval dock- • . 
yards at X. 

. Munition • factoryatY. 
' 



Table XIV. 

INDUSTRIES ADAPTABLE IN WAR-TIME FOR THE MANUFACTURE'OF WAR MATERIAL. 

Total maximum producUon In the lint year of war. 

Cannon, Cannon, Warships Warships Cheml· 
Machine· long long Small· Ammunl- with a with a 

guns and short, and short, arm Uon. Aero- standard standard Tor- Tor- Sub- Depth cal• for 

Owner of tho Rines and Mortnrs and and ammunl- for Armour· plan eo Bombs displace· displace· pedoea ~do marino ehargea war 

concern or automa· of all howltzero howitzers Uon · artillery Tanks ed can (num- (tons) ment of ment of (num- bel mine• (num· pur• 

carbines Ue kinds of a of a (number and bor) 3,000 leu than bor) (num· (num· bor) ~lei 

rlftes calibre calibre of mortars tons or 3,000 bor) bor) ublc 
less than of 15 em. rounds) (tons) over· tons content\ 

Ui em. or over (ooo'a omitted) 
I -I 

A. 
For exlample: 

Government 
armaments 
factories • , ••• 1Mill, 100,000 3,000 10,000 3,000 

8. I 
Private under- I 

tokln's manu-
lac urlng 

armaments In 
time of peace,. 

c. . -' --
Other Indus-

tries employed 
lor armament 

jpurpo511S In 
time of war 
according to 

Elans prepared 
n advance ••• · • 

J 

. 



ANNEX 2. 

C46.M.2J.1928.IX. 
[C.P.D. 107.] 

DRAFT DISARMAMENT CONVENTION SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGATION 
OF THE UNION OF SOCIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS 

Moscow, February 15th, 1928. 
[Translalion.) 

To the Secretary-General, 
The delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics to the Preparatory Commission 

for the Disarmament Conference having put forward a proposal concerning the abolition of arma
ments at the fourth session of that Commission, I have the honour to send you herewith a draft 
disarmament convention, together with an explanatory note. · 

I have the honour to request you to forward these documents with all possible speed to the 
President and members of the Preparatory Commission, and to. the GoveJ;Uments of all the 
countries represented in the League of Nations .. The documents mentioned are intended to 
serve as a basis for the discussion of the proposal of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics 

· which ia included in the agenda of the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission. 

(Signetl) M. LitVINOFF, · 

Head of the Delegation of the Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics to the Preparatory Commissior: 

for_the Disarmament Conference. 

Draft Convention for Immediate, Complete and General Disarmament. 

CONVEN1ION. 

. .... 
Bein~ animated by the fii:m desire to safeguard general peace;~ 
Considering that the existence and increase of armed forces constitute an immense danger, 

and must inevitably lead to further armed conflicts; 
Considering that attempts to go too deeply into the question and to examine in detail 

every lactor relating to the existence and increase of armaments have ended in -failure or have 
retarded the solution of disarmament questions; · 

The Contracting States 

••• 41 

Solemnly acknowledge that the only true method which can contribute to the safeguarding 
of peac~ is the general and complete abolition of all armed forces, and conclude the present 
Convention, having for this purpose appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

.. 
~o, ~aving communicated their full powers found in good and due form, have agreed that 

complet~ disarmament shall be undertaken, as from the date of entry into force of the present 
Convention, and shall be terminated within a period of four years so as to restrict the possibility 
of armed conflicts from the first year onwards. -



• 
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CHAPTER I. 

EFFECTIVES OF THE ARMED FORCES. 

Arlick x. 
All military units and formations, as well as all the effectives of the land, naval and air forces, 

whether of the home country or of its oversea possessions, shall be disbanded within four yelU'S 
as from the. entry into force of the present Convention, and shall not in future be allowed in any 
form, whether open or secret. 

The disbandment of the effectives shall be carried out in four successive stages: 

(a) In the first year, as from the entry into force of the present Convention, one-half 
of the effectives in service, whether officials, officers, or other ranks, shall be disbanded, and 

(b) In the following years the remaining effectives in equal parts. 

Rll>rAJU<. - By ellectives of the armed forces Ia meant ellectivee oervlng with the coloun In the active army, 
as well as the trained military reserves in each of the Contracting States entered on the muatetorolla of tho varloua military 
and public organisations. 

Arlie~ 2 • 

. The Ministries of War, Marine and Aviation, as well as general staffs, all military schools and 
all kinds of military commands, institutions and establishments shall be abolished, except as 
provided for in Article 5 of the present Convention, within one year from the entry into force of 
the present Convention, and may not be reconstituted. 

Arlick 3· 

Within a period of one year as from the entry into force of the present Convention, all returns 
and documents relating to military trained reserves, and kept by Government institutions and 
public organisations, shall be destroyed. 

Within·the same period, all laws concerning the organisation. of recruitment shall be repealed. 

Arlicle 4· 

Within one year from the entry into force of the present Convention, all documents relating 
to the mobilisation of armed forces shall be destroyed; all mobilisation measures shall be prohibited 
in future. · 

• Arlick 5· 

For four years as from the entry into force of the present Convention, it shall be permissible, 
in accordance with a special convention, to maintain staffs, commands, institutions and establish
ments to the extent strictly necessary for the application of the technical measures re9uired by the 
disbandment of the armed forces, and by the performance of the necessary administrative and 
economic work relating to disarmament. 

Artie~ 6 • 

• · All the files concerning the disbandment of the armed forces shall be forwarded to the 
• civilian Ministries within four years as from the entry into force of the present Convention. 

All the files and archives of the Ministries of War, Marine and Aviation, of the Army 
units and of the staffs, commands, institutions and establishments, slulll be destroyed within the 
same period. 

Arlicle 7· 

The personnel of the disbanded armed forces shall be provided with employment in other 
spheres of social and economic work. 

Until they are provided with employment, they may be provisionally miintained at the expense 
of the general State budget. · 

When the aforesaid persons are awarded pensions based on the number of years of service, 
the years spent in military service shall be reckoned as spent in the service of the State. 

Arlide 8. 

The credits assigned for the upkeep of the armed forces, either in the State budget or out of 
the funds of the varions associations, must be confined to the sums strictly necessary for the 
upkeep of the armed forces remaining in actual military service in accordance with a special 
convention. 
• Within four years, the budget for the upkeep of the armed forces must be abolished, and 
may not figt!l'e under any heading in the State bUdget. . 
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Article 9-

·within a period of one year from the entry into force of the present Con':e;'ltion, all Jaws 
concerning military service, whether compulsory, voluntary or b~ r~~tmg, shall be 
abrogated. . - f t 1 .dis 't hall 

The conditions of service in the armed forces until the c?mplebon o to a armamen s 
be laid down in special regulations by each of the contractmg States. 

Article IO. 

Immediately after the entry into force of the 
prohibited by law: 

I. Special military publications: 

present Convention the following shall be 

I
a) Scientific research and theoretical treatises; 
b) Works on military history; 
c) Manuals of military training; 
d) Military regulations; · 

(e) Manuals of all kinds for the study of the technical implements of war. 

2. The military traiirlrig of the populatiOJ( including the calling-up of trained reserves, and 
military propaganda among the population. · . . . 

J.. The military training of young people, either by the State or by public associations . 

. 
CHAPTER·IL 

MATERIAL 

. -
PART I.- LAND ARMAMENTS • 

. Article II. 

Within one year of the entry into force of the present C~nvention, the reserves of ~s, ammu
nition and· other instruments of armament and destruction enumerated below and at the disposal 
of the Ministry' of War shall be destroyed. Tanks, poisonous war materials and the appliances 
by which these materials are diffused (gas projectors,. pulveris!'!rs, balloons and other apparatus), 
whether in service or in reserve, shall. first be destroyed. · 

The arms strictly necessary for the effectives remaining witli the colours maybe retained l>y 
the armed forces of each of tlie contracting States. The proportion between the armed forces of . 
each State IUld the quantity of technical implements of war: enumerated in the list given below'· 
shall be determined in a special convention. . : · 

In the second, third and fourtli.years as from the entry into fqrce of the present Convention,· . 
tlie destruction of all tlie types of armament shall be carried out by consecutive stages in proportion · 
to the limitation of personnel. . . . ··"· '·. · · ' : . .,., ., 

After the completion of disarmament in. each of the contracting States, the minimum quantity 
of arms and-ammunition required for all kinds of police forces and for personal use may be retained"' ' 
in accordance with Articles 39. 43 and 44.' · · · ·. · 

List of war material to be destroyed: 

I. Automatic and magazine rifles. 
2; All kinds of machine-guns, including machine rifles and light and heavy machine-

guns. 
J. Mine throwers and grenade and bomb tlirowers. 
4· Revolvers and automatic pistols issued to troops . 
. 5· Rifle and hand grenades. 
6. Rifle and military revolver ammunition. 
7· Guns of all calibres and types, and anununition for same, whether complete or in 

component parts. 
8. Tanks. 
9· Gunp~wdt-.r and explosives employed for exclusively military purposes. ·. 

Io. All po1~onous materi~ for war, as well as the appliances by which tlieyare_diffused, 
such as gas proJectors, pulvensers, balloons and oilier apparatus: 

II. Flame throwers. 
I2. All technical military implements not enumerated above and intended for tHe 

wounding and destruction of man by man, as well as all parts of the articles enumerated above. 
~ . . 
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Article 12. 

All order.; placed by the Ministries of War, Marine and Aviation for any of the armaments 
enumerated in the Annex to Article II of the present Convention shall be cancelled. 

War material for the manufacture of which orders have been placed abroad shall be destroyed 
in the country in which it is manufactured. · 

Article 13. 

Compensation shall be paid for loss due to the cancellin..~t of the orders mentioned in Article u, 
and of the order.; for the special naval'and air force armaments enumerated in Articles 31 and 27, 
placed by the Ministries of War, Marine and Aviation. Such compensation shall be given either 
in conformity with the legislative practice of the several contracting States or in accordance with 
the terms of the contracts. 

Article 14. 

Armoured cars and all other armoured means of transport, except tanks, must be disarmed, 
that is to say, stripped of their armour-plating and their weapons, which must be destroyed. 
This must be effected within one year of the coming into force of the present Convention. 

Article 15. 

· Revolvers and sporting guns (of a non-military p~ttern), in'tended respectively for personal 
defence·and sport, may be left in the hands of private persons in virtue of special permits. The 

·number of these revolvers and sporting guns which each of the contracting States may possess 
shall be fixed by a special convention in proportion to the number of the population. 

Article 16. 

· Explosives capable of being used for industrial, agricultural or other socially useful purposes 
shall not be liable to destruction, but shall be handed over by the Ministries of War, Marine and 
Aviation to the respective economic organisations within one year of the coming into force of the 
presen~ Convention. 

PART .2. - NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

· Article 17. -

Within one year of the coming into force of the present Convention, all capital ships, cruisers, 
aircraft-carriers and submarines shall be withdrawn from the naval establishments. 

Article xS. 

AU other vessels and floating material constructed for the special purposes of war and 
enumerated in the annexed list, together with naval aircraft, shall be withdrawn from the naval 
establishments within. four years, withdrawal proceeding in equal parts each year, in conformity 
with a special convention . . ' 

· List of vessels to be disarmed: 

I. Coast-defence battleships. 
2. Torpedo craft of all types. 
3· - Monitors. 
4· Gunboats of over 3,000 tons. 
5· FloatiD.g batteries. 
6. Hydroplanes of all types. 

NOTE. - Vessels and their armaments may be retained 1IJider the c:ouditioll!l laid down in Articles 4~ and 44 of 
the present Convention 1M the establishment of a maritime police !Mu and 1M the protection of frontleno. 

Article 19. . 

The personnel of vessels withdrawn from the naval establishments shall be immediately 
disbanded. 

At the end of three months from the removal of the vessels from the naval lists, the ordnance 
of such vessels and their mines and torpedo appliances shall be rendered useless in accordance with 
special technical arrangements; the reserve naval ordnance intended for these vessels, and 
torpedoes and mines, shall be destroyed. _ 
• During the nine following months the ordnance rendered useless and the mines and torpedo 
appliances shall be removed from the vessels and destroyed. . . -
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Article zo. 

Within three months of the removalfrom the naval establishment of vessels w~ch cannot be 
employed for pacific purposes, all the machinery on board shall be rendered usel~ m accordance 
with special technical arrangements. During the following nine ;month;;, the machmery on board 
shall be removed, after which the vessels themselves shall be entirely diSmantled. 

Article zx. 

As from the entry into force of the present Convention, the eXisting naval programmes shall 
be cancelled; any new constructi.on of warship~ shall b7 forbidden.. . . 

All warships under construction or undergomg repair on orders gtven e1ther m the home country -
or abroad shall be disarmed in the same way as vessels of the service fleet of the contracting States. 

Article 22. _ 

The armament of vessels belonging to the mercantile marine shall be destroyed in the same 
way as that of warships d~uing the first year of the corning into forc.e of the present ~nventic;m. 

· It shall be forbidden m future to adapt and arm vessels belongmg to the mercantile manne . 
for military purposes. -

PART 3· - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 23. 

During the first year of the coming into force of the present Convention, heavy bombing 
aircraft, torpedo-carriers and dirigibles shall be removed from the air force lists. 

Article 24. 

All other military aircraft not mentioned in Article 23 above and which, by reason of their 
specifically military properties, cannot be used for social or economic purposes shall be destroyed 
within four years, destruction proceeding in equal parts each year, in conformity with special 
technical arrangements. 

Article zs. 
Within one year of the coming into force of the present Convention, all stocks of aircraft 

bombs and other weapons intended to be discharged from aircraft shall be destroyed. 

Article z6. 

The whole of the armament of military aircraft which are to be preserved for social or economic 
uses must be removed and destroyed at the end of three months from_ the time of their withdrawal 
from the air force effectives. Such aircraft shall then be handed over to the respective civil 
organisations. -

Article 27. 

All the aircraft belonging to the active air force must be disarmed, as well as all aircraft which 
are in reserve or under construction on orders given in the home country or abroad. ., 

Article z8. 

. The arming of aircraft and all fittings for mounting weapons on aircraft shall be prohibited 
m futlue. - -

. AirCraft intended for peaceful purposes may only be retained to an extent which is 
strictly in accordance with the real economic or social requirements of each country. The number 
to be allowed to each contracting State shall. be determined by a special convention. 

PART 4· -FORTIFICATIONS AND BASES, 

Article zg. 

Within three years of ~e entry into force of the present Convention, the whoie of the armament 
!>f fortresses and other fortified works and of naval and air force bases shall be rendered useless 
m confo';lnity with a _list contained in a special convention. 

. Dunng the follo~g year! the ar~ament shall be removed and destroyed and the fortifications 
dismantled and demolished; tt shall m future be forbidden to construct new fortified work~; 
of any kind. 
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PART 5· - .ARMAMENT INDUSTRIES. 

Arlickl JO. 

With the entry into force of the present Convention, all State and private undertakings shall 
cease to produce any of the armaments enumerated in the list. annexed to Article II or any of 
those mentioned in Articles :19, 23, 24 and 25; preparations shall be made to convert these under
takings for purposes of peaceful manufacture. 
. Until these undertakings are re-equipped for peaceful purposes or until the workel'Sin armament 
undertakings have found employment in other enterprises, these workel'S shall be supported by 
the S!ate, which shall provide for their requirements out of. the defence budget. 

Arlicll 3:1. 

During the first year following the entry into force of the present Convention, the plans, 
testing apparatus and models intended for armament industries shall be destroyed. 

Arlicl1 32. 

Within two years of the coming into force of the present Convention, factories and enterprises 
engaged in the manufacture of war material and also arsenals shall cease to operate, except 
in the cases provided in Article 34 of the present Convention. 

In State or private undertakings, all frames, machines, tools, and appliances intended 
exclusively for the manufacture of the war material enumerated in the Annex to Article II 
of the present Convention and in Articles 19, 23, 24 and 25 shall be destroyed. 

Arliclll 33· 

It shall be forbidden in future to restore any factories, enterprises and arsenals engaged In 
the manufacture oi war material or to prepare any State or pnvate productive undertakings 
for the manufacture of the war material enumerated in Articles II, 19, 23, 24 and 25. 

A rlicltJ 34· 

In order to produce the minimum of arms and ammunition necessary for the police forces of 
all kinds provided for in Chapter Ill of the present Convention, and for the personal use of citizens 
for the purposes referred to in Article IS of the present Convention, each contracting State shall be 
authorised to retain the necessary undertakings, of which the number, productive capacity and 
method of production, as well . as the arrangements concerning the trade in arms, shall be laid 
down in a special convention. · 

Arlicle 35· 

The production of the explosives required for the building and mining industries shall be 
regulated by the several contracting States in strict conformity with economic requirements, 
and _shall be subject to control in virtue of a special convention. 

A rticltJ 36. 
It shall be forbidden by law to patent any form of armament or any means of destruction. 

CHAPTER III. 

ORGANISATION OF PROTECTION. 

PART I. -PROTECTION ON LAND. 

Article 37· 
The effectives of the Customs guards, 1ocal police and forest and other guards, in each of the 

contracting States, and the amount of their armament, shall not for a period of four years after 
the conclusion of the present Convention exceed the number and amount as at January Ist, 1928; 
these ~ffectives shall not be organised in such a way that they can be utilised for war, 

Article 38. 

On the expiry of the period_ of four Year:' laid down in the pr~t Convent~on for ~ffecting 
-complet~ and ~eneral ~~nt, the mamtenance of a protective and police service, the 
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personnel of which shall be engaged by voluntary contracts of service, shall be au_thorised ~_the 
territory of each of the contracting States, for the purpose of Customs and revenue police supervision, 
internal police and the protection of State and private property; the amount of weapons 
and simple armament strictly necessary may also be retained. . • . . . 

The effectives of these categories of .services shall be Jrud down m a special convention 
and shall be proportionate to the population of the several contracting States, the length _of 
the means of communication, the existence of objects which are deemed by the State to reqmre 
protection, the development of forestry, etc. 

Article 39· 

Magazine rifles firing ten rounds and pistols of a calibre not exceeding o.S em. may be retained 
for arming the police forces and guards. · 

Reserve ammunition may be stored in places laid down in a special convention, but must 
not exceed J;,ooo rounds per rifle and 100 rounds pel pistol. 

The annual supply of munitions must not exceed the amount strictly required to replace 
worn-out armament and the actual consumption of ammunition. 

PART 2. -PROTECTION AT SEA. 

Article 40. 

. On the expiry of the period of four years laid down in the present Convention for effecting 
complete and general disarmament, a maritime police service shall be organised which shall 
exercise its functions in conformity with a special convention and which is intended for fue 
nece~~ary protection of the natural products of the sea and of submarine cables, the suppression 
?f piracy and .of fu~ slave trade! and other objects which may in future form the subject of 
mternabonal protectiOn on the high seas. · 

Article· 41. 

· With a view to ·protection at sea, the waters of the globe shall be divided into sixteen 
zones, as enumerated below. 

Number 
of zone 

I. 

,•, 

2. 

Nat:De of. zone 
.. ··. 

Baltic Sea. 

·.North Sea. 

LIST OF ZONES OF PROTECTION •. 

. - : - . 

Boundaries of zone 

The whole zone of the Baltic Sea, includ
ing the Cattegat and the Skager Rack. 
The zone is bounded on the west by 
Longitude so E. • of Greenwich. 

· This zone (beginning with the north) is 
bounded bY:; · . . · · 

Latitude io0 N. from Longitude 4° 
W. Of Greenwich to the west coast of 
Norway; 

The west and south coast of Norway 
as far as Longitude so E. of Greenwich; 

· This meridian as ·far as its inter
section with. the German coast; 

The Gemian, Dutch, Belgian and 
French coasts as far as CapeSt.Mafuieu; 

The line joining this cape to the 
Lizard; 

The south and then the east coast of· 
Great Britain as far as Longitude 4o W; 
<_>f Greenwich; . · 

This meridian as far as its inter
section with Latitude 700 N. 

States responsible 
for protection. i~ a given 

.zone 



Number 
ofzoae Name of zone 
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BoUDdaries of zone 

3, Easlem S«lion of This zone is bounded (starting from the 
the Arc#c Ocean. · north) by: 

4· 

5· 

6. 

Western Section of 
tile Arctic Ocean. 

Mediterranean 
Sea. 

Longitude 17fl> W. of Greenwich from 
the North Pole as far as the intersection 
of that meridian with Latitude 660 30' 
N.; . 

This parallel as far as the coast of the 
Union of Socialist Soviet Republics; 

The coasts of the Union of Socialist 
Soviet Republics, Finland and Norway 
as far as Latitude 7fl> N; 

This parallel as far as Longitude 4° W. 
of Greenwich; 
· This meridian as far as the North 
Pole. 

This zorie is bounded (starting from the 
nortb) by: 

Longitude 4o W. ol Greenwich from 
the North Pole to the intersection of 
this meridian with Latitude 6f!> N.; 

That parallel to its intersection with 
the east coast of Canada; 

The east and north coasts of Canada 
and Alaska as far as Latitude 660 30'; 

That parallel to its intersection with 
Longitude I7fl> W. of Greenwich; 

That meridian as far as the North 
Pole. 

The whole zone of the Mediterranean. 
It is bounded on the north-east by 

the line Sed-El-Bahr- Kum-Kaleh: 
On the south-east by the north 

entrance of the Suez Canal; 
On the west by the line joining Cape 

Spartel and Cape Trafalgar. 

Norlh-East Section - This zone is bounded (starting from 
of the Atlantic the north) by: 

- Ocean. _ Latitude 6f!> N. from Longitude 3oP 
W. of Greenwich to Longitude 4° W. of 
Greenwich: 

This meridian to its intersection with 
the north coast of Great Britain; 

The north and west coasts of Great 
Britain as far as the Lizard; 
; .. The line joining the Lizard and Cape 

$LMathien; 
-_ _. "the west coast ·of Europe as far as 

Cape Trafalgar; 
The line joining Cape Trafalgar and 

Cape Spartel; 
The we5t coast_ of _ Africa to the 

Equator; . - . _ 
The ~nafur to Longitude 3fl> W. of 

Greenwich; -
That meridian as far as Latitude 6f!> 

N. 

Stattos respomiblo 
for protection in a siYOD 

aone 



Number 
of zone 

7· 

B. 

9· 

10. 

II. 

Name of zone 

North-West Section 
of the Atlantic · 

Ocean. 

South-East Section 
of the Atlantic 

Ocean. 

South-West Section 
of the Atlantic 

Ocean. 

, Black Sea. 

Northern Section of 
the Indian 

Ocean .. · 
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Boundaries of zone 

This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: 

Latitude 600 N. from the east coast 
of Canada to Longitude 300 W. of 
Greenwich; 

This meridian as far as the Equator; 
The Equator as far as the east coast 

of South America; 
The east coast of South America, 

Central America and North America 
as far as Latitude 600 N. 

This zone is bounded {starting from the 
north) by: 
· The Equator from Longitude 200 W. 

of Greenwich to the west coast of 
Africa; 

The west coast of Africa as far as Cape 
Agulhas (Longitude 200 E. of Green-
wich); · 

This meridian as far as the South 
Pole; 
· Longitude 2oo W. of Greenwich from 
the South Pole to the intersection of 
this meridian with the Equator. , 

This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: 

The Equator from the east coast of 
South America to Longitude 20° W. of 
Greenwich; 

This meridian as far as the South 
Pole; 

Longitude 7oo W. of Greenwich from · 
the South Pole as far as the inter
section of this meridian with the south 
coast of Tierra del Fuego; 

The south and east coasts of Tierra del 
Fuego and South America as far as the 
Equator. · 

The whole zone of the Black Sea, 
including the Sea of Marmora. 

The zone is bounded on the south
WeSt by the line Sed-el-Bahr- Kum
Kaleh. 

The boundaries of this zone are (start
ing from the north-west) : 

The south entrance of the . Suez 
Canal· 
Th~ west, south and east coast of 

Arabia and the south coast of Asia, as 
far as the north entrance of the Malacca 
Straits; 

The west coast of Sumatra and the 
south coasts of the islands of Java, 
Sumbawa, Flores and Timor as far as 
the eastern extremity of the island of 
Timor; . 

A line drawn from the eastern extre
mity of the island of Timor to Cape 
Londonderry (Australia) as far as 
Latitude :no S. ; 

Along this parallel as far as the east 
coast of Africa; 

The east coast of Africa as far as the 
south entrance of the Suez Canal. 

States responsible 
for protection in a giveu 

zone 



Nlllllber 
af..,., 

J:2. 

:I3. 

Nameafaoae 

Sofllhem Secliors of 
the I tulian 

Ocean. 

North-West Secliors 
. oflhe Pacific 

Ocean. 

North-Easl Section 
of the Pacific 
· Ocean. 
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This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: • 

I.atitude xi" S. from the east coast 
of Africa to a line drawn from the 
eastern extremity of the island of 
Timor to Cape Londonderry (Aus
tralia); 

This line as far as Cape Londonderry 
(Australia); 

The west and south coasts of Austra
lia as far as Longitude 143o lt of 
Greenwich; · 

Along this meridian as far as the 
South Pole; 

Longitude 200 E. of Greenwich from 
the South Pole as far as the south 
coast of Africa (Cape Agulhas); 

The south and east coasts of Africa 
as far as Latitude II" S. 

This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: 

Latitude 660 30' N. between the 
coast of the Union of Socialist Soviet 
Republics and Longitude 1700 W. of · 
Greenwich;-

This meridian as far as the Equator; 

The Equator as far as Longitude ISS0 

E. of Greenwich; 

This meridian as far as Latitude 
:II" s.; 

This parallel as far as the east coast 
of Australia; · 

The north coast of Australia as far as 
Cape Londonderry; 

· A line drawn from Cape Londonderry 
to the eastern extremity of the island of 
Timor; 

The north coast of the Sunda islands; 
Timor, Flores, Sumbawa, Java, and 
the east coast of Sumatra as far as the 
north entrance of the Malacca Straits; 

The west, south and east coasts of the 
Malay Peninsula and south and east 
coasts of Asia as far as Latitude 
6()0 30' N. 

This zone is bounded (starting from 
the north) by: 

Latitude 660 30' N. from Longitude 
• x700 W. of Greenwich to the west coast 

of Alaska; 

The west coast of North, Central and 
South America as far as the Equator; 

The Equator as far as Longitude 
x700 W. of Greenwich; 

- This meridian as far as Latitude 
. 660 30' N. 

States responsible 
for prot.H:tion ill a given 

aone 



Number 
of zone 

zs. 

16. 

Name of zone 

South-West Section 
of the Pacific 

Ocean. 

South-East Section 
of the Pacific 

Ocean. 
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Boundaries of zone 

This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: 

The Equator from Longitude I55° E. 
of Greenwich to Longitude 135° W. of 
Greenwich; 

Longitude 135° W. of Greenwich as 
far as the South Pole; 

Longitude 143° E. of Greenwich from 
the South Pole to the south coast of 
Australia; 

The south and east coasts of Aus
tralia as far as Latitude uo S.; 

This parallel as far as Longitude I55° 
E. of Greenwich; 

This meridian as far as the Equator. 

This zone is bounded (starting from the 
north) by: 

The Equator from Longitude I35° W. 
of Greenwich to the west coast of 
South America; 

The west coast of South America and 
the west and south coasts of Tierra del 
Fuego as far as Longitude 70° W. of 
Gr~enwich; · 

This meridian as far as the South 
Pole; 

Longitude 135° W. of Greenwich from. 
the South Pole to the Equator; · 

•'.• ' 

· States responsible 
for protection in a given 

zone 

NoTE .. - Protection on· hiland· seas washing the coasts of two .or ,;,ore States shall be reguiated by spe~i:lr 
agreement between such States, . . · · ' . . . ' ,_. . ,._· 

Article 42.· 

The safeguarding of the international interests ·mentioned in Article 40 shall be entrusted; 
in accordance with a special convention, to regional groups of States having access tp the waters .· 
enumerated in the list annexed to Article 31 of the present Convention. 

Article 43· 
• 

Supervision shall be exercised by -maritime police vessels with a tonnage not. exceeding ., 
3,000 tons and armed with not more than two guns the calibre of. which shall not exceed so min. 

The crews of police vessels shall be recruited ·by voluntary enlistment. , · ·. · · · 
A maximum of 20 rifles or pistols may be retained for the "armament of the crew' in con-

formity with Article 39 of the present Convention. · · 

Article 44· 

Customs supervision in territorial waters shall be exercised by unarmed vessels of. the maritime 
Customs .police having a tonnage of not more than zoo tons. . . .· . · · 

The number of the above-mentioned vessels in the possession of each co11tracting State shall 
be determined by a special convention and shall be proportionate to the length of coastline.:.' 

The personnel of. the m~time ~ustoms police may be armed.with rifles and pistols and shall 
serve on the terms la1d down m Art1cle 43 of the present Convention. · · : .. · · · 

Non.- The limits of territorial waters shall be fixed by a special agreement. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

CONTROL. 

Arlie~# 45· 
Within three months of the coming into force of the present Convention, there shall be 

organised a Permanent International Commission of Control, Commission of Control in each of 
the contracting States, and local Commissions of Control. 

A.rlick 46. 

The Permanent International Commission of Control shall be entrusted with: 

(a) The supervision and control of the normal and proportional progress of disarmament, 
with the general co-ordination of measures for carrying out the provisions of the present 
Convention, and with the notification to each State of offences against its stipulations; 

(b) The preparation of an agreement for bringing pressure by non-military measures 
.upon any States which disturb the normal progress of disarmament as laid down by the 
present Convention and conventions supplementary thereto; 

(c) The selection of localities, the procedure and the technical conditions for the 
destruction of material, and the preparation of all the necessary supplementary technical 
agreements; . 

(d) The selection of centres for the manufacture of arms, the volume of such manu
facture and the regulation of the trade in arms; 

(e) The publication of information concerning progress in the work of disarmament. 

A.rlicl1 47· 
The Permanent International Commission of Control shall consist of an e~ual number of 

representatives of the legislative bodies and of the trade unions and other workmen s organisations 
of all the States participating in the present Convention. 
. Later, the Permanent International Commission of Control may be supplemented by repre
sentatives of international associations whose aim it is to establish pacific relations between . 

, ·states and which have pursued this aim with success, provided that these organisations express 
a wish to participate in the w9rk of the Permanent International Commission of Control. 

The seat of the Permanent International Commission of Control shall be at .•..••. 

A.rlicu 48. 

The Permanent International Commission of Control shall be assisted by a Permanent Inter
national Committee of Experts, consisting of an equal number of military, naval, air and other 
experts belonging to all the States acceding to the present Convention. 

A.rlick 49· 
The Permanent International CoDunittee of Experts shall act under the orders of. the Perma

. nent International Commission of Control; it shall give opinions and shall deal with all especially 
technical questions referring to the execution of the present Convention. 

Arlick so. 

The Commission of Control in each of the States shall consist of representatives of the Per
manent International Commission of Control appointed by the Commission, representatives of 
public associations, trade unions and workmen's organisations, and of representatives of the 
peasants and of the rank and file of the armed forces of the State in question. 

The appointment of members of the Commission of Control shall be confirmed by the 
Permanent International Commission of Control . 

The seat of the Commission of Control shall be the capital of the State concerned. 

A.rlicle sx. 

The Commissions of Control in each State shall co-ordinate the disarmament work of the local 
Commissions of Control in absolute conformity with the present Convention and in accordance 
with the instructions of the Permanent International Commission of Control. • 
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Article 52. 

The local Commissions of Control shall consist of representatives of municipal and public 
organisations, trade unions and workmen's associations, and of representatives of the peasants and 
of the rank and file of the army. . . . .. 

The number of local Commissions of Control their headquarters and the radms of thetr actlvtties 
shall be determined by the Commission of Contr~l of the State in question. · The latter Commission 
shall approve the composition of the local Commissions of Control. 

Article 53· 

The local Commissions of Control shall proceed directly with the work of disarmament within 
the radius of their activities, in accordance with the instructions of the Commission of Control 
in their country. · 

Article 54· 

The following may not be members of central or local Commissions of Control: 

(a) Professional ex-soldiers and officials of the Ministries of War, Marine and Military 
Aviation; 

(b) Owners of and large shareholders in military industrial undertakings, owners of and 
large shareholders in banking and commercial enterprises with interests in military 
undertakings and the trade in arms, and higher employees in all these undertakings. 

Article 55· 

All the contracting States shall seek to give the widest publicity to the progress of 
disarmament, and shall a{ford the organs of the Permanent International Commission of Control 
every facility for the full investigation of all activities of the State, of public associations 
and of private persons which are connected with the application of disarmament, or which, in the 
view o( the Permanent International Commission of Control or its organs, give rise to doubts 
concerning the observance of the undertakings solemnly entered into with regard to disarmament 
and the discontinuance of all military preparations. 

Article 56. 

The decisions of the Permanent International Commission ·of Control shall be taken by a 
majority vote and shall be binding on all the contracting States. - -

Article 57· 

The costs of maintenance of the Permanent International Commission of Control and its 
.organs, ~ well as the expenses relating to the work of control, shall be defrayed by all the 
contractmg States in a proportion to be settled in a special convention. 

The expenses of the national and local Commissions of Control shall be defrayed by each of the 
contracting States. · · - - -

CHAPTERV. 

SUPPLEMENTARY AGREEMENTS; BREACHES OF THE CONVENTION; 
RATIFICATIONS. 

Article 58. 

Within one year of th~ entry into force of the present Convention all the contra~ting States·
sbehall enact legislation providing that a breach of any of the stipulatio~s of the Convention shall 

regarded as a grave offence against the State. 
At the ~arne time, all acts of national or international importance which are contrary to the 

above-mentioned clauses shall be repealed or amended. • 
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Arlid4sg. 

Within nine months of the entry into force of the present Convention, the following conventions 
shall be concluded: 

(a) In conformity with Article 8 of the present Convention, a convention on the number 
of staffs, commands, establishments and institutions left to each of the contracting States 
until the completion of full and general disarmament. 

(b) In conformity with Article IS of the present Convention, a convention on the quan
tity of anns allowed for personal defence and sport. 

\ (c) In conformity with Article 28 of the present Convention, a convention on the 
number of aircraft required for the social and economic needs of each of the contracting 
States. 

(d) In conformity with Article 29 of the present Convention, a convention giving a 
list of the fortresses, fortifications and naval and air bases to be destroyed. 

(e) In conformity with Articles 34. 35 and 39 of the {>resent Convention, a convention 
concerning the storage and production of, and trade in, a mmimum quantity of war materinl. 

(/) In conformity with Articles 41, 42. 43 and 44 of the present Convention, a convention 
concerning protection at sea, the allocation of the areas of protection at sea and the number 
of vessels required for maritime police and Customs purposes. 

(g) A convention laying down the constitution ofthe Permanent Internationnl Com· 
mission of Control and of its organs, as well as the allocation of the costs connected therewith. 

(h) A convention regarding the measures of non-military pressure to be taken against 
States disturbing the normal progress of disarmament as provided for in the present Conven
tion and in the supplementary agreements thereto. 

NOTB. - The International Commission of Control shall be r .. ponaiblo lor armnglng to oummon tho Stutea 
participating in the present Convention to a Conference for tho conclusion of 111! tho aupplomontnry convontlono 
mentioned in the present article. 

Article 6o. 

In the case of a direct breach of the present Convention by one of the contracting States, 
an extraordinary assembly of the representatives of the contracting States participating In the 
present Convention shall be summoned as expeditiously as possible by the Pet:manent International 
Commission of Control to decide upon the steps to be taken. 

The steps taken to exercise pressure must not be of a military character. 
All disputes between States shall be settled by the Permanent International Commission 

of Control. 

Article 61. 

.. The present Convention shall enter into force as from its ratification by all the States in con· 
formity with the legislative practice of each of the contracting States. 

A rlicle 62. 

· ·In order to determine the attitude to be taken in regard to States not ratifying the present 
Convention, the contracting States shall convene a world Congress in the month of .............. . 
I92 ... , at .......................... .. 

A rlicle 63. 
~ . 

·• The instruments of ratification shall be drawn up in five copies and shall be deposited in 
• the capital of one of the States in the five continents. 

The ratification of the present Convention in conformity with the provisions of Article 61 
shall be notified to all the contracting States by ................................... . 

M:EMORANDU1ot:" EXPLAINING THE DRAFT CONVENTION FOR IMMEDIAtE, 

COMPLETE AND GENERAL DISARMAMENT. 

I. The Draft Convention on General, Complete and Immediate Disarmament is based on the 
destruction of the principalelementswhich form the armed strength of a country, that is to say, the 
organised armed forces on land, on sea and in the air, their material, and the industries connected 
with the production of armaments. 

The Draft Convention further provides that. at the expiry of a year after its coming into force, 
the land, naval, and air forces of all countries shall be reduced to an establishement which would 
~ useless for warfare, thus limiting the possibility of armed conflict, even before disarmament 
_has been completed. 
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2. the Draft Convention merely sets forth the general principles of disarmament ~~plicable 
to the armed forces of all countries, without going into the details of each, on the supposition that, 
when the essential principles have been adopted, all these details will be dealt with in a subsequent 
discussion of the whole question of disarmament; 

Thus in any case there is no need to work out the technical details, this being a matter for a 
special body to be set up after the Convention has come into force. 

3· Chapter I of the Draft Convention embodies the principles of disarmament so far as they 
relate to effectives. 

For the first year, it provides for the discharge of half the total establishment of officers, 
officials, and other ranks, the closing-down of military schools, Ministries of War, Marine and 
Military Aviation, military staffs, commands, institutions and establishments, and, at the same 
time, the destruction of mobilisation plans for the armed forces and trained reserves. 

By these means, armies and fleets will· be reduced to a condition in which they cannot easily be 
used for attacks by one _country o~ anot~er. What is le~t of them wip be p~ncipall_y occupied ~n 
effecting disarmament m connection With the destruction of matenal, which reqmres a certam 
amount of personnel for various kinds of work. 

In this connection, questions concerning the organisation of armed forces for carrying out the 
first stage of disarmament are looked upon as domestic questions for each country. 

As regards armies organised .on the territorial system, with small cadres periodically 
supplemented by variable effectives, disarmament will be carried out on the same principle, namely, 
·that at the end of the first year so per cent of the cadres and so per cent of the trained reserves 
included in the variable effectives will be discharged. 

For the rest, Chapter I of the Draft Convention develops and explains in detail the proposals 
put forward by the U.S.S.R. delegation at the fourth session of the Preparatory Commission for 
the Disarmament Conference. 

4· Chapter 2 contains the most important provisions regarding the destruction ofmaterial: 

(a) This chapter again deals with the. principal aspect of disarmament during the 
first stage - the destruction of all reserve stores intended for mobilisation, of which the first 
to be destroyed are to be those that might be employed against the civil population . . 

. (b) After the first stage of disarmament, the army of each country will retain such anns 
and munitions as are strictly necessary for the establishment maintained during the succeeding 
years. The scale of technical war materi~ will be limited by a special convention . 

.. The object of this limitation,· as of all the measures contemplated in Chapter I, is to prevent 
the armaments maintained during those years from being used for purposes of war. 

(c) By the destruction of material is meant its reduction to a condition in which it 
cannot possibly be used for purposes of war. 

The technique of the destruction of material will be worked out later in all its details, 
on the principle that the utmost possible use should be made of material which has value for 
purposes of other than military production, and for the increased welfare of peoples. 

(d) Article IS of the Draft Convention provides that sporting guns of non-military 
. pattern and revolvers for sporting purposes and for self-defence may be retained. In view of 

the general social situation, these measures are particularly necessary in countries where 
communications are undeveloped. . · . ~ 

(e) As regards naval armaments, the Draft Convention provides in the first place for 
the destruction of capital ships, cruisers, aircraft-carriers, etc., all of which are mostly used in 
the pursuit of imperialistic aims. The classes of warship enumerated above are removed from 
the effective battle fleet by the immediate discharge "Of the entire ship's company, which will 
limit the possibility of using the vessels; thereafter, all the ship's ordnance will be rendered. 
useless and then removed and destroyed (the first to be removed will be the indispensable 
parts of the guns, gun-laying apparatus, fire-control apparatus, mine-laying and torpedo-firing 
apparatus, etc.). When the material is rendered useless, the ammunitions, .mines and 
torpedoes will at the same time be destroyed. It will thus become impossible to use these 
warships for war purposes without lengthy preparation. 

The Draft Convention allows of the use of disarmed warships as merchant vessels when 
necessary alterations have been made. · . 

By dismantling warships is meant their disarmament by the removal of their armour
plating, the destruction of special apparatus such as turrets, gun platforms, control positions 
(roufs de guerre), aircraft platfonns, war signalling apparatus, and any other special devices 
for war purposes. · · 

(/) The disarmament of military air forces involves in the first place the des~ction 
of heavy aircraft as engines of war. Taking into. consideration the social importance of ai!r
craft as a means of communication, the Draft Convention does not make the destruction 

* • • 
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of the material essential to disarmament, since some of the aircraft can be converted to social 
and economic uses; but as there is no great difficulty in fitting aircraft for bomb-dropping, 
and as this can be done very quickly, the numlx>r of aircraft in the civil fleet must t\dmitteuly be 
proportionate to the country's genuine needs, and this is provided for in Article 28 of the Dmft 
Convention. 

(g) Fortifications and bases must be destroyed, since they can be used as bases for 
aggression. 

(h) The question of the destruction of war industries is particularly complicated, 
because a highly developed industry contains great potential forces for the production of 
armaments. Here, again, however, there are a number of essential appliances by the destruc
tion of which the manufacture of armaments can be made very difficult. These include 

·drawings, measuring instruments, models, frames, macl\ines, tools and ap~liances specially 
designed for the manufacture of armaments. Further, the actual demili.tansation of military 
factories, their use for the manufacture of non-military products, the employment in other 
factories of plant that is not specifically military, and the destruction of everything neceSsary 
for mobilisation preparations, will make it a very complicated matter to use these factories 
for warp~.·. 

5- Chapter 3 'deals with the organisation of protection and, in this connection, in ardor to 
prevent any possibility of using the various forces for military purposes or as a nucleus for 
disguised military forces, the establishments of the police forces or militia, gendarmerie and other 

· kinds of guards must be kept strictly within their present limits throughout the period of four years 
. provided for the completion of general disarmament. Subsequently, the establishments of the 
Customs and revenue guards and local police will be fixed by a special convention on a scale 
prop6rtionate. to population,length of communications, property to be protected, and development 
of forestry. · .. 
· · . .Police· forces of every kind must be armed with modern weapons of the simplest pattern, 
because, if a more complicated armament were retained, it might be easier for these formations 
to be used as armed forces in attacks by stronger upon weaker countries. 

Naval policing is regarded not as a matter to be dealt with separately by each country, but 
as providing for the needs of a whole group of countries, so that it cannot possibly be turned to 
imperialistic ends. Maritime police will only be provided with the armament stnctly nece.~sary 

·for the performance ()f their ~uties. . . . · 

· · ·6.: Although complete and general disarmament is wholly conditional upon the goodwill 
of all countries, it seems necessary to make definite arrangements for its successtve sta$es and for 
the maintenance of proportions, and to establish a special body to work out the techmcal details 
of disarmament and settle any disputes that may arise. . · 
· With this. object, Chapter 4 of the Draft Convention lays down the principles of the control 
. which is based upon the widest reciprocity, full publicity, and participation in the work by those 
classes of tht; population .. which are most inte~ested in the. speedy completion of disarmame.nt . 
. . · .As there xs at present m the world no authonty whose dectstons must be obeyed by all countnes, 
this status might· be conferred upon a Permanent International Commission of Control - which 
of course presupposes the goodwill and the consent of all countries. The composition of this 
Commission would be a guarantee of the impartiality of its decisions and, as there would be a 
Committee of Experts attached to it, technical questions could be quickly settled. · 

• . . c i. Chapter 5 contains suggestions for. the conclusion of supplementary conventions on various 
-questions connected with disarmament, and indicates the procedure for ratifying conventions and 
settling any questions arising out of violations. · 
· •· It is this group of questions that are the most complicated; but the Draft Convention does 

• not allow of any military pressure being brought to bear on any country, because such measures are 
apt to give rise to serious international conflicts, and it is hoped that most countries are so genuinely 
anxious to effect complete and general disarniament that other means will always be found to 
compel any country seeking to violate the obligations it has assumed to discharge them faithfully. 
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ANNEX 3. 

LIST OF SIGNATORIES .TO A DECLARATION RECEIVED BY THE DELEGATION 
OF THE UNION OF SOCIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS. 

The delegation of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics has the hon?ur to request ~he 
Secretariat of the League of Nations to be good enough to annex to the Mmutes of the third 
meeting of the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission copy of a declaration of ~omen's
Organisations received by the Soviet delegation, and referred to in the speech delivered at 
that meeting by the President of the Soviet delegation. · 

(Signed) Boris STEIN, 
Secretary-General of the Soviet Delegation. 

Declaration 

On behalf of the growing world opinion embodied in the organisations which we represent, 
we gratefully welcome the courageous proposals of the Soviet Government for complete and 
universal disarmament, and note with satisfaction that they are to be discussed in detail by 
the Preparatory Disarmament Commission at its next meeting on March xsth. 

Being convinced that these proposals represent the will of the great mass of people in 
every country who are determined to make an end of war, and that. where the will exists 
practical means can be devised for giving it effect, we urge with all the strength at our command 
that the members of the Commission should examine the Russian proposals with the utmost 
care and with the determination to place before the International Disarmament Conference 
when it meets some concrete scheme for the complete disarmament of the world within .a 
definite period of time. 

Signed on behalf of : 

International Co-operative Women's Guild (with II 
national affiliated Guilds). 

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom 
(with 25 national affiliated sections). 

Women's Peace Society, United States of America. 

War Resisters' International (with Ig national affiliated 
sections). 

Verband deutsch-Osterreichischer Konsumvereine. 

Zveza gospadarskih zadrug v Jugoslavija v Ljubljani 
(for 41 societies with 23,000 members). 

Austrian Co-operative Women. 

Wpmen's Co-operative Guild, England. 

Nederlandsche Cooperatieve Vrouwenbond. 

Irish Co-operative Women's Guild. 

Norges Kooperative Kvindeforbund. 

Scottish Co-operative Women's Guild. 

By: 

Emmy Freundlich (President). 
A. Honora Enfield (Secretary). 

Mary Sheepshanks (~ecretary). 

Annie E. Gray 
(Executive Secretary). 

H. Runham Brown (Secretary). 

Karl Renner. 

A. Kessda (?). 
F. Klumuy (?). 

Emmy Freundlich. 

A. Bedhall (President). 
Eleanor Barton (General Secretary) 

L. Romeijn-Tuckermann o 

(President). 
Meta A. Hugenholtz (Secretary). o 

H. van Biema-Hijmans (Treasurer). 
M. Tolhuizen-Martin. 
L. Koolhoven -V ellekamp. 
L. Danz-Bommel. . 
S. Nieuwenhuizen-Keijzer. 
S. Biesma-Bertijn. 

Margt. T. McCoubrey. 

Isa M. McNair (President). 
Kate McAllen (Secretary). 
Elma Beck (Treasurer). 
Mary Gorrie. 
Christina Moody. 
Annie C. L. Wilson. 
Jean Rennie. 
Helen Hunter. 
Clarice MeN. Shaw. 
Christina Brown. 
Margt. Small. 
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Signed on behalf of : 

Zveza delavsokih zen in deklet za Slovenijo, etc. (with 
Il: branch:s, 1,932 members). · 

Irish Section Women's International League for Peace 
and Freedom. 

Standing Joint Committee, Industrial Women's Organi
sations, Great Britain. 

Women's International League, British Section. 
Frauenliga fiir Frieden und Freiheit, Politische Gruppe, 

Austria. · 
Bulgarischer Frauenbond, Sofia. 

Independent Labour Party,. Great Britain~ 

Strokovna komisija za Slovenijo kot obl. odbor Z.D.S.Z.J • 
v Ljubljani. 

Savez Zoleznicarjev Jugoslavije, Ljubljana. 

. Zveza zivilskih delavgov Jugoslavije centralna uprava, 
Ljubljana. · 

By: 

Ijolisek (?). . 
Second Stgnature illegible. 
Lucy 0. Kingston (Hon. Secretary) 

Marion Phillips. 

K. D. Courtney (Chairman). 
Yella Hertzka 

(President) O.M. 
D. Twnnowa (President). 
L. Wladowa (Secretary). 
James Maxton, M.P. (Chairman). 
John Paton (Secretary). 
J. Hahn(?). 

Yonejeny (?). 
Second signature illegible. 
Frau Tam~ . 

Savez metalskih radnika Jugoslavije Oblastno tajnistvo Vinkv Vrankar. 
. v Ljubljana. . 

Zveza rudarjev Jugoslavije, Trbovlje. G. Arh. 
Osrednje druotvo lesnih delavcev In serodnih strok B. Verviy (?). 
· na slovenskem ozemlju v Ljubljani. 1 

Splosna Delavska Zveza Jugoslavije (Opol Radnicki- J, Hahn(?). 
Savez), Oblastni Sekretarijat za Slovenijo. 

Marksisticm klub v· Delavski zbornici za Slovenijo. 

_.:fhe Young Anti"Militarists (National). 
· Danisli Branch of·" War Resisters'" ·International 
· ·("No ~ore War"). · · 

Friends' Peace Committee, Great Britain. 

Internationale Freundeszentrale, Vienna. 

· Bund der Krlegsdienstge~er, Germany. 
Gesellschalt fin. Friedenserziehung, A~stria. 
Bund der Kriegsdienstgegner, Austria. . · 

" Finlands obetirigade Fredsvanner ". 
Fellowship of Reconciliation, United States of America 
Tolstoi Bund, Vienna. 
Esperantista Pacifist a Liga de Finnlando. . . . 

' N o•More War Movement, Great Britain. 
• 

Suomen Antimilitaristinen Liitto {Finnish Anti-Mili-
tary League). 

Jugendgemeinschaft" Nie wieder Krieg", Zurich. 
Die Bereitschaft. 
Delavska telovadna in kulturna zveza " Svoboda " za 

Jugoslavije v Ljubliani (with 34 sections, I,Soo 
members). 

Women's Advisory Council, Dublin. 
Labour-Women's Advisory Council, Belfast. 
Women's International League, Manchester Branch. 
Ladies' Sewing Meeting, U.M.C., Meston, England. 

Manchester Branch" No More War" Movement. 
Section Drome-Ardeche de l'Intemationale des Resis
•tants a Ia· Guerre. 

Syndicat unitaire de l'Enseignement Drome-4fdeche. 

• 

Kvetetz (?) t.c. nacelnik. 

Eva Jones {Hon. Secretary). 

Joul Rosenhoff (Secretary). 

Kathleen E. Innes. 

Wilh. BOrner. 
Wilh. BOrner (President).' 

Olga Misar (Secretary). 

Edvin Stenwall. 
Paul Jones. 
Robert Friedmann. 
Thomas Vanhala. 
Walter H. Ayles 

(National Organising Secretary) • 
Lucy A. Cox (General Secretary). 
Aarne Selinheime (Secretary). 

Annemarie Sauter. 
Oranner Karl. 
Hukej (?). 

Marion Nolan. 
Ida Boyd. 
Dorothy Vi pont Brown (Chairman). 
Amelia Gee (Treasurer). 

D. Bingham (Hon. Secretary). 
Pierre Doyen (Secretary). 

Gilbert Serret (Secretary) . 
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Declaration 

· On behalf of the growing world opinion embodied in the organisations which we represent, 
we gratefully welcome the proposals of the Soviet Government f~r comple~e and ~niversal 
disarmament, and note with satisfaction that they are to be discussed m detail by the 
Preparatory Disarmament Commission at its next meeting c;m March 15th. . 

Being convinced that these proposals represent the will of the great mass of I?eopl~ m 
every country who are determined to make an end of war, and that where. the will exists 
practical means can be devised for giving it effect, we urge with all the strength at our 
command that the members of the Commission should examine the Russian proposals with the 
utmost care, and with the determination to place before the International Disarmament 
Conference when it meets some concrete scbeme for the complete disarmament of the world 
within a definite period of time. · 

Signed on behalf of : By: 

British Federation of Youth (23 affiliated movements representing 
Ioo,ooo members). 

Wilfrid Pohl 
(Chairman). 

Declaration · 

. On behalf of the growing world opinion embodied in the organisations which we represent. 
we welcome the courageous proposals of the Soviet Government for complete and universal· 
disarmament, and note with satisfaction that they are to be discussed in detail by the 
Preparatory Disarmament Commission at its next meeting on March 15th. . 

Being convinced that these proposals represent the will of the great mass of people in 
every country who are determined to make an end of war, and that where the will exists 
practical means can be devised for giving it effect, we urge with all the strength at out 
command that the members of the Commission should examine ·the Russian proposals with the 
utmost care, and with the determination to place before the International Disarmament 
Conference when it meets some concrete scheme for the complete disarmament of the world 
within a d,efinite period of time. 

Signed on behalf of : 

Weltjugendliga, Werband republ. Oesterreich. 

Declaration 

By: 
Frau Rona 

(Secretary). 

· On behalf of the growing wotld opinion embodied in the organisations which we represent, 
we welcome the proposals for complete and universal disarmament, and note with satisfaction 
th:;tt they are to be discussed in detail by the Preparatory Disarmament Commissson at its 
next meeting on March 15th. 

Being convinced that these proposals represent the will of the great mass of people in 
every country who are determined to make an end of war, and that where the will exists 
practical means can be devised for giving it effect, we urge with all the strength at our 
command that the members of the Commission should examine the Russian proposals with the 
utmost care, and with the determination to place before the International Disarmament 
Conference when it meets some concrete scheme for the complete disarmament of the 
world within a definite period of time. 

Signed on behalf of: 

Zentralausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Prag. 

Zentralausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen der "Voola" 
in Prag (with 35,899 members). 

Kreisausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen bei der Kon
sumgenossenschaft " Zukunft " in Mahr. Ostrau 
(with 1,350 members). 

Wohltatigkeitsverein der cechischen Frauen u. Madchen 
in Oderberg (with 150 members). 

Verein zum Schutze der Miitter und Sauglinge in Oder-
berg (with 225 members). · 

Bezirks-Agitationsfrauenausschuss der cechosl. soz.-dem. 
Arbeiterpartei in Mahr. Ostrau (with I,Sso members). 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen bei der " Bud
oudnost" in Pressnitz (with 15,ooo members). 

Zentralverband der cechoslovakischen Genossenschafter 
in Prag (with soo,ooo members). 

Verband deutscher Wirtschaftsgenossenschaften in Prag 
(with 238,os8 p1embers). · _ 

GEC Ein-, Vorkaufs- u. Produktionsgenossenschaft fiir 
Erwerbs- und Wirtschaftsvereinigungen (registrierte 
Genossenschaft mit beschrankter Haftung) ,.in Prag. 

By.: 

Remicova, J osefa. 
Necaskova, Marie. 
Sornlatova, Marie. 
Polakova, Anna.· 
Capkova, Frantiska. 

Goldova Marte. 
P. Jungmannova. 
Mana SplM.ckova. 

Hruskov!l, Olga. 
Nosalova, Aug. 
Karla Vitaskova. 
Betta.Kododova. 
Ferd. Jirasek. 
Adalbert Fiser. 
Anton Dietl. 
Wenzel, Lorenz. 
Rud. Fischer, ppa. Svojso. 
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Signed on behaU o1: 

"Sdruzeni " Grosseinkaufs- und Produktiv- Genossen
schaftezentrale in Prag (registrierte Genossenschaft 
mit beschriinkter Haftung) (with 97.375 members). 

Zentralvereinigung fiir die Wohnungsrelorm in der 
cechoslovakischen Republik in Prag (with 6o,ooo 
members). 

"Druzstevni Unie ", Zentrale der Produktiv- und 
Arbeitergenossenschaften der cechoslovakischen N atio
nalsozialistischen in Prag (registrierte Genossenschaft 
mit beschriinkter Haftung) (with 6,ooo members). 

Unie der cechoslovakischen Genossenschaften in Prag 
(with 200,000 members). 

"Stavodruzstvo ", Verband der Genossenschaftlichen 
Bauuntemehmung in Prag (with :13,063 members). 

Landesverband der Gewerbesparkassen und Genossen
schaften in Prag (with 400 members). 

Mliluisch-Schlesische Vereinigung der Kon~um- und 
anderen auf Selbst- hilfe beruhenden Genossenschaften 
mit dem Sitze in Briinn (with 20,648 members). 

Cechoslovakischer Genossenschaftlicher Gewerbeverband 
zum Einkaufe, Produktion und Verkaufe in Prag 
(registrierte Genossenschaft mit beschrankter Haftung 
(with 3,000 members). 

Verband der polnischen Konsumgenossenschaften in 
Schlesien in Mahr. Ostrau (with 18,739 members). 

Cechoslovakische Frauenliga fi.ir Frieden und Freiheit 
in Prag; Zweigstellen in Prag, Briinn und Bratis
l.ava. 

Deutsche Frauenliga fi.ir Frieden und Freiheit in der 
cechoslovakischen Republik. 

Exekutivkomitee der cechoslovakischen soz.-demokrat
ischen Arbeiterpartei (with IZ4,975 members). 

Zentral-Frauenausschuss der cechoslovakischen soz.
demokratischen Arbeiterpartei (with 30,000 members). 

Zentrale der Gewerkschaftsverbande " Cechoslovakische 
Gewerkschaftevereinigung " in Prag (with 56o,ooo 
members). 

Intemationaler allgewerkschaftlicher Verband hi Prag 
(with 14o,ooo members). 

Intemationaler allgewerkschaftlicher Verband in Prag, 
Sektion der Landwirtschafts- und Waldarbeiter (with 
27,102 members). . 

Zentralverband der Hausler und Kleinlandwirte in 
Prag (with 40,000 members). 

Zentralverband der Krankenversicherungsanstalten in der; 
cechoslovakischen Republik (with 750,000 members). 

VM"band der Arbeiter-Tumvereinigungen in Prag (with 
• 100,494 members). 

Federation der Proletarier-KOrperbildung in der Cecho
slovakei (with zoo,ooo members). 

Verband der cechoslovakischen Arbeiterturisten in 
Prag (with 2,500 members). 

Bezirks-Jugendpflege in Lipnik n/B. (with z,zo8 mem
bers). 

Station der Masaryk-Liga gegen Tuberkulose in Lipnik 
n/B. (with :150 members). 

Verband der Katholischen Frauen und Madchen in 
Lipnik n/B. (with 180 members). 

Ortspolitische Organisation der · soz.-dem. Arbeiter
partei in Lipnik n/B. (with 409 members). 

Verband der Metallarbeiter, Gmppe Lipnik n/B. (with 
130 members). 

Allgemeiner Arbeiter-Konsumverein " Solidaritat " in 
Lipnik n/B. (with 380 members). · 

Arbeiter-Tnmverein in Lipnik n/B. (with Sz members). 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Deutsch-Brod 
.,_ (with 4,296 members). · 

By: 

Novhlc. 

lng. Gustav Vejsicky. 
K. Voith. 

Trska. 

Langer. Jos. Fukar. 

Langr. 

Jan. Slavicek. 

Bedr. Berdal. 

Jan Hala. 
Jose! Ondrich. 

Emanuel Ghobot. 
Engelbert Wawreczka. 
Milena lllova. 
Otilie Hanauskova. 

Martha Neustadt!. 
. Klara Schmerbar. 
J. Hampl. 
Vojt. Dundr. 
Bety Karpiskova. 
Valerie Novotna. 
Rud. Tayerle. 

Nadvornik. 

Josef Jonas. 

Chroust, Josef. 
Cerny, Ant. 
V. Johanis. 
Pleskot. 
J. Hummelhans. 
Jasa, Frant. 
Mucha Vilem. 

Svacer, Josef. 
Petrak, Jan. 
Frant. Lata!. 

Mir. Buckova. 

Frant. Blanutova. 
Anna Vasinkova. 
Petrzilka, Alois. 

Antonin Cadra. 

Alex Horin. 
F. Hausner. 
Alex Horin. 
Anders, Frant. 
J anouchova, Anastazie. 
Tajovska, Anna . 
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Signed on behalf of : 

Verein des Arbeiter-Theaters in Deutsch-Brod (with 
56 members). 

Gruppe der Konfessionslosen in Deutsch-Brod (with 
so members). 

Verein "Arbeiterheim" in Deutsch-Brod (with 40 
members). · 

Kreisverwaltung des internationalen allgewerkschaft
lichen Verbandes in Deutsch-Brod (with I,I28 
members). · 

KonsumgenossensthaJt fiir den polit. Bezirk in Deutsch-
Brod (with 150 members). · 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in KOniggratz 
(with s,oo~ members). . 

Kreisexekutive der cechoslovakischen soz.-dem. Arbett
erpartei in Koniggratz (with 6,ooo members). 

Sekretariat des cechoslovakischen Gewerkschaftsver
bandes in KOniggratz (with 20,000 members). 

Ausschuss der ·Genossenschafterinnen bei der 
"Budoucnost " in Horice (with 2,300 members). 

Gruppe der gewerkschaftlich- organisierten Arbeiter in· 
Horice (with 513 members). . 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Vichova Kon
sumgenossenschaft in Vichova (with 128 members). 

Organisation der cechoslovakischen nationalsozialist. 
Partei in Vichova (with 20 members). 

Cechoslovakischer Verband der Textilarbeiter, Zweig
stelle Vichova (with 140 members). 

Internationaler allgewerkschaftlicher Verband, Gruppe 
Vichova (with 45 members). 

Ausschuss der Genos'senschafterinnen bei der KOiisum
genossenschaft der Eisenbahner in Prag II (with ro,86g 
members). 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Chotzen (with 
r,r82 members). · 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Miinchengratz 
(with 400 members). 

Verband der Angestellten der Tabakregie, Gruppe Tabor. 
Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Tabor (with 

396 members). · 
National-Gewerkschaftsverband der Arbeitei:, Gruppe 

Tabor (with So members). 
Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen bei der Konsum

genossenschaft "Unitas " in KOniginhof (with 515 
members). 

Politische Organisation der sozialdemokratischen Arbeit-· 
erpartei, KOniginhof atE. · 

Ortsgruppe d~s Verbandes der Textilarbeiter in Konigin-
hof a/E. (wtth 540 members). · 

Internationaler allgewerkschaftlicher Verband, Kreis
verwaltung KOniginhof atE. (with 7,ooo members). 

Arbeiter-Konsumverein in KOniginhof atE. (with goo 
members).. · 

Organisation der kommunistischen Partei, KOniginhof 
atE. (with soo members). · 

Konsumgenossenschaft " Vlastni silou " in KOniginhof 
atE. (with 300 members). ' 

Politische Organisation der soz.-dem. Arbeiterpartei in 
Koniginhof atE. 

Politische Organisation der cechoslovakischen national
sozialistischen Partei in KOniginhof a/E. 

Allgemeiner- Konsum-, Spar- und Bauverein in Aus5ig. 
a/E. (Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen) (with 
4,130 members). 

Ausschuss der Genossenschafterinnen in Kolin atE 
(with I,Sgz members). · 

Arbeiter-Turnverein in Kolin (with 256 members). 
Verband der Gemeinde-, Bandes- und Staatsangestellten 

Gruppe Kolin, Krupicka (with 120 members). ' 
Klub der Arbeitercyklisten " Polaban " in Kolin (with 

2,500 members). o 

By: 

Novakova, B. 

Vaclav Jirasek. 

Vaclav Jirasek. 

Tajovsky Vojtech. 

Ant. Zvolansk. 

Souckova, Marie. 
Anna Dibelkova. 

· Vanek, Josef. 

Prokopova. 

K. Baudysova. 
M. Svajdlenova. 
B. Sulcova. 

. Karel Tazler. 
Ludvik Slizak. 
Burkert, Frant. 
Kucera, Jan. 
Jan Burkert. 

Havlicek, Ant. 

Tauchmann, Boh. 

· M. Buresova. 
M. Hynkova. 

Kasparova, M. 

Svoboda, Josef. 

Zika, Jan. 
Metelcova, J osefa. 

Ant. Kralertova. 
Uhlir, Frant. 
Hanzatkova, R. 

J. Samek. 

Kurfict, Josef. 

Cervinka, Frant. 

Zounkova, M.· 
Loukotova. 

Marie Krupickova. 

Jos. Miskowsky; 

Boh. Miska. 
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ANNEX 4. 

ANNEX TO THE DECLARATION MADE BY M. LITVINOFF, PRESIDENT OF THE 
SOVIET DELEGATION, AT THE THIRD MEETING OF THE FIFTH SESSION OF 

THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 

SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER OF SESSIONS AND MEETINGS OF THE VARIOUS0RGANSOFTHE LEAGUE 
DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF DISARMAMENT (DISARMAMENT PROPER AND QUESTIONS 
CONNECTED THEREWITH: MILITARY BUDGETS, NAVAL ARMAMENTS, THE EXCHANGE 01' 
MILITARY INFORMATION; TRADE IN AND PRODUCTION OF ARMS, REGULATIONS FOR THE 
CONTROL OF ARMAMENTS OF THE DEFEATED COUNTRIES AND GUARANTEES OF SECURITY), 

Leaving out of account the various organs of the League which have played a minor 
part in the discussion of these questions (Advisory and Technical Committee for Communi
cations and Transit, Economic Committee, Financial Committee, Committee on Intellectual 
Co-operation, and even the International Labour Office) and the various less important com
mittees and commissions, the following organs of the League, which have dealt with the 
problem of disarmament and questions connected with it must be mentioned : 

:r. The League Assemblies. 

Have dealt with these questions every year since the League wns 
established. Total , • • • 

2. Third Committee. 

Was formed to deal with disarmament questions at each Assembly of 
the League, and draws up the Assembly resolutions. Thus the Third Com-
mittee has also held .. • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . • • . . • • • 

3. The Council. 

8 sessions 

8 sessions 

The Council has dealt with the problem of disarmament and the questions 
connected with it since its fifth session (May :rg2o). Total .• • . . • . 30 sessions 

Note. - The discussions at the League Assemblies sometimes lasted for 
several days, and in the Third Committee for several weeks. In the course of 
eight years the following resolutions were drawn up : 

(a) for the Assembly • • • . . • • • . · · • . • • 53 
(b) for. the Council, not counting the two last sessio~s 

(48th and' 49th) • • · · . • • 1 
Total .. · . . • III resolutions 

The following organs of the League were specially created to deal with the 
problem of disarmament : 

I· Permanent Advisory Commission (Commission of military experts set up 
in virtue of Article g of the League Covenant) . 
Between 1920 and :r927 the Commission held . • . • . • • . . • • • 

This figure does not include the meetings of its three Sub-Commissions 
dealing with:. (:r) military; (2) naval; (3) air questions, such as, for instance, 
the second session of the Naval Sub-Commission held at Rome from February 
:r4th to 25th, I924. • • • • • • • • • • . • • . • • , , , ,• • . • . , , , 

s. Temporary Mixed Commission for the Reduction of Armaments (replaced 
in :rg25 by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference). 

Has held •••. 

6-7. Committee of Enquiry (later Special Commission) concerning the produc
tion of arms. 

Have held, together 

8. The Committee of the Co-uncil for Disarmament Questions. 
Has held 

g. Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 
Has held (not including the fifth session now in progress) 

Sub-Commission A (Military). :ro. 
• Has held 

20 sessions 

I2 sessions 

:r o sessions 

8 sessions 

6 sessions 

4 sessions 

3 sessions 

Carried forward :rog sessions 



Brought forward . 109 sessions 

II. The MiUtary, Naval and Air Committees of Sub-Commission A. 
·Have held 3 sessions 

I:Z. Sub-Commission B· {I10n-military). 
Has held . 4 sessions 

13. Joint Commission, with its three Committees. 
Has held . 6 sessions 

I4• Civil Aviation Committee. 
Has held I session 

xs. The Committee on Budgetary Questions, with the attached Committee of 
Rapporteurs. 

Has held 6 sessions . . . . 
r6. The Chemical Committee. 

Has held . I session 

I7• The Committee on Arbitration and Security with the Congress of Rapporteurs 
at Prague. · 

Has held 3 sessions 

Total : 17 international organisations have dealt with the problem of -----,.-
disarmament at . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 133 sessions 

It should be noted that this number refers to sessions and not to meetings. The number 
of the latter is much higher, since many sessions lasted over several days. For example, 
the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference has held : 

First ·session . 
Second session 
Third session . 
Fourth session 

Total (not including the fifth session) 

Sub-Commission A held 
Its Military Committee 
Its Naval Committee . 
Its Air Committee. . . 

Which gives a total of . 

< 

Meetings 

9 
2 

39 
3 

53 
86 
25 
44 

__1i 
189 

RESULTS OF THE 'WoRK OF DISARMAMENT CARRIED OUT BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 

I. Convention on the Trade in Arms (June 17th, 1925). Ratified only by France. 

2. Protocol of Geneva regarding the Prohibition of 
the Use in War of Asphyxiatin-g, Poisonqus or 
other Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare (June 17th, 1925). · 

3. Exchange of military information. 

4. Complete and general disarmament. 
5. Reduction of military budgets. 
6.. Reduction of naval armaments. 
7. ~eduction in the production of arms. 

Accession of Liberia. 
The Convention has not come into 
force. · · 
Ratified only by Venezuela, France 
and Union of · Socialist So~t 
Republics. 

Publication of a military year-book 
prepared from data· supplied by 
Governments. 

. No real result. 
No real result. 

· No real result. 
No real result. 
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C.P.D.117. 

DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS SUBMITTED 
BY THE DELEGATIO:'~: OI: THE UNION OF SOCIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS. 

Considering that the immense growth in armaments and in militarism impost's a general 
and heavy burden on the peoples of the entire world and lowers the level of their culture 
and their material well-being; 

And considering that the atrocious struggle between the various States fm· predominanet• 
in arma111ents and the tendency to increase the number of weapons for murderous and 
destructive military purposes are one of the factors which increase the possibilitv and the 
likelihood of armed outbreaks; • 

And desiring to protect to the fullest possible e.xtent the peaceful population of workers · 
against the immediate dangers which threaten their life and property 111 the event of U1e 
outbreak of armed strife: 

The Contracting States have decided, with the object of taking a first st~rious and Renuine 
step .to'!"8rds gen.eral and co~plete disarmament, to conclude the present Convention by 
appomting as then representatives ............................................................................... .. 
. ......... ············· ...... -............................................................................................. . 
~h~:·h~~i~g·~~~~~·~;~·~i~'d'i~-~~·~h-~ih~~·i·h~-i~.i~ii'j;~~~;;·{~~~d··i~·g~~·rl·~~d·d~~·i~~·.~:·,;~~·~ 
agreed as follows : 

GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Whereas a comparatively small number of the most powerful States, which aspire to 11 
role of world domination, which expend on land, naval and air armaments a large portion of 
the national budgets, and which possess the power at any moment to increase undul) the 
armaments which support their aggressive policies by availing themselves of highly lleve
loped industries, have at their disposal by far the greater proportion of land, naval and 
air armaments, 

The Contracting States recognise that the only just course to pursue Is that of n 
progressive reduction of all kinds of armaments as regards their composition and number, 
this-method being the least injurious to the interests of the weakest ~tatcs, which are, 
economically dependent on the stronger, and it is accordingly desirable to take this principle 
as a basis for the reduction of armaments. 

CHAPTER I. - ARMED LANJ? FORCES. 

SECTION 1. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article 1. 

In accordance with the Preamble to the present Convention, the Contracting States, 
when efiecting the reduction of the armed land forces, agree to divide all States Into the 
following main groups : 

(a) Group A: States maintaining armed land forces numbering over 200,000 men serving 
with the colours in the active army, or having in the cadres of the armed land forces more than 
1Jl,DOO regular officers or more than 60 regiments of infantry (180 battalions); 

(b) Group B : States maintaining armed land forces numbering over 40,000 men serving 
with the colours in the active army, or having in the cadres of the armed forces more than2,000 
regular officers or more than 20 regiments of infantry (60 battalions); 

(c) Group C: All other States maintaining armed force5 inferior in number and 
composition to the figures given for Group B. 

(d) Group D: States disarmed after the world war. 

Remarks. - 1. In all the calculations mentioned above, account shall be taken of 
tiie total number of the armed land forces maintained by the State in question in the home 
country, in occupied territories and in the colonies, including military police, military 
gendarmerie corps and depot guards. . 

The numbers of the police forces organised on a military basis, gendarmerie, Customs 
guards, train .guards, forest guards and other armed corps ·organised for the needs of the 
Customs preventive service, for the maintenance of order within the country and the 
protecti<!n of . Government and public property shall be determined by means of a special 
Convention. • 

· ·2. By persons ".serving with the colours in the active army "are unde~o~ all persons 
serving permanently in the cadres of the armed forces and all persons servmg 1n the army 
cadres as conscripts. 
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s: By "officers" (commanders) are understood all persons who have_r~ceived specific 
military training and are described as " officers "(commanders) under the rmhtary law of the 
contracting countries. 

Article 2. 

Recognising that among the methods of reducing armed limd forces, the simplest and the 
fairest for all the St~tes concerned, and that which at the s~me . time lea.st affects the 
system of organisin~, recruiting and. training such forces, . consists m applying . the s_ame 
coefficient of reductiOn to all States m the same group (Article 1 of the present Convention), 
the Contracting States agree to fix the coefficient at the following figures : 

(a) States in Group A shall reduce their armed land forces by one-half; 
(b) States in Group B by one-third; 
(c) States in Group C by one-fourth. 

Remarks. - The proportionate strength of the armed land forces for States in Group D 
shall be fixed under special conditions to be determined by the Disarmament Conference. 

Article 3. 

The armed land forces of the Contracting States shall be reduced by applying the 
coefficients mentioned in Article 2 of the present Convention to the following totals : 

(a) To the aggregate total of the effectives serving with the colours in the active 
army, men belonging to the variable militia formations, the territorial formations, the 
organised reserves and other military formations receiving military training with the 
colours or elsewhere; officers, non-commissioned officers and other ranks shall. be 
reckoned separately in each case;· 

(b) To the number of the organised units and corps of the main categories of field 
troops in the regular or territorial armies, in the militia forces, in the organised reserves 
and in other. military formations which can be employed immediately without an order 
for mobilisation or which exist and are recognised in peace-time as cadres of the armed 
forces in war. · · 

Article 4. 

· The number of the effectives and units and . the corps 9f the land forces which the 
Contracting Parties must not exceed shall be laid down in a supplementary Convention based · 
on the following principles. ; · · 

~a) The coefficientsofreduction i:nentionedinArticle 2 of the p_resent Convention shall be 
apphed to the several States according to the group to which they belong (Article 1 of the 
present Conv!)ntion) separately in the case of : · 

(1) Each category of armed land forces (regular army, territorial militia, organised · 
reserves, etc.); · 

(2) The total number of the armed land forces stationed in the home country in 
occupied territories and in the colonies; · ' 

(3) The total number of regular officers and regular non-commissioned 
and officers of the variable effectives; 

(4) The number of units and corps of each category of troops. 

0 

officers 

(b) In accordance with the foregoing, the following tables shall be annexed to the 
supplementary Convel!-t~on. Each table. shows, after ~he reduction of each category of 
ar~ed forces, the remammg number of umts and corps ofmfantry, field artillery and cavalry 
which make up the general effectives classified under the headings of officers non-commis
sion~d offi~e.rs and V?luntaril_y e~isted other ranks (total number), of the ~dministrative 
services, CIVIC education service, mtendance, chaplains department, etc. : 

Table 1 : Maximum home forces; 
Table 

Table 
Table 

Table 

II : Maximum oversea forces stationed in the home country· . ' 
III : Maximum forces of dominions and other overseas possessions; 

IV: Maxi~um fo~c~s of the home country stationed i~ the 
colorues, dormmons or other overseas possessions; 

V :· Maximum of the total forces of each State. 

several 
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(c) The aforesaid coefficients of reduction used in calculatin~ effectives will be applied 
to the effectives of the armed forces as shown in the returns on January 1st, 19l8. 

Article S. 

With the object of limiting the accumulation of trained reserves, the Contracting States 
agree_: 

(a) To reduce in each class, according to the coefficients of reduction given above, 
the aggregate number of men who have received military training and of otllcers who 
have received military training either with the colours or elsewhere ; · 

(b) To pass legislation prohibiting the existence of any civil bodies organised 
on a military basis by specialised instructors drawn from the army, and the assembly 
of such bodies for training, as also the military training of the civilian population 
at the instance of civil associations. 

SECTION 2. -MATERIAL, 

Article 6. 

For the armament ofland forces, the existing patterns shown in the tables at January 
1st, 1928, shall be retained, except tanks and heavy artillery with very long range, which 
are essentially designed for aggression. 

Article 7. 

~ All implements of war directed primarily against the civilian population which does not 
directly take part in the armed conflict (military aircraft and chemical weapons) must be 
destroyed as provided in the special Convention. 

Article 8. 

The quantities of arms for the land armies shall be strictly limited according to : 
(a) The needs of the army in time of peace; / 
(b) The number of trained reservists in each year-class, the number of such classes 

being the same for all countries in any one group (Article 1 of the present Convention) 
and not exceeding ten classes for countries in Group A, with a subsequent pt~ogrcsslve 
increase of 50 per cent and 100 per cent respectively for Groups B and C. 

Article 9. 

_ The maximum number of weapons allowed for every thousand trained reservists shall be 
fixed for each country in strict conformity with the normal proportions existing In the- principal 
arms in different countries and for different forms of armament. 

Article 10. 

· The actual maximum quantities of arms allowedfortroopsatdepotsand elsewhere in the' 
territory of the State, which quantities may not be exceeded, shall be fixed on the bases laid 
qpwn jn Articles 8 and 9 of the present Convention, bT an additional Convention and by 
annexed tables according to the list in paragraph (b) o Article 5 of the present Convention. 

··- Each table must contain general summarised figures under the following heads : 
(1) Rifles, carbines and pistols : 

. (a)· Automatic; 
(b) Non-automatic. 

Note. -Automatic rifles, carbines and pistols are to be classified as light machlne-
p~ . 

(2) Machine-guns : 
(a) Heavy; 
(b) Light. 

(3) Artillery : 
(a) Light field guns (76-millimeter pns and 122-millimeter howitzers); 
(b) Heavy field guns (105-millirneter guns and 150-millimeter howit7.ers); 
(c) Heavy pns and howitzers (over f50 millimeters and up to 204 millimeters); 
(d) Mortars and trench mortars of all patterns; 
(e) Guns accompanying the infantry : 

(aa) Guns and howitzers; 
(bb) }line-throwers, grenade-throwers and bomb-throwers; 
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(4) Armoured cars; 
(5) Spare parts, machinery, gun carriages and gun barrels; · 
(6) Cartridges (for rifles and pistols) ; 
(7) Grenades (hand and rifle); . 
(8) Shells for guns of the calibres and patterns mentioned above; 
(9) Armes blanches. 

Article 11. 

· . All arms in the territory of the Contracting States over and above the quantities specified 
in Article 9 of the present Convention shall be destroyed. 

CHAPTER II.- NAVAL FORCES. 

Article 12. 

In accordance with the principles set forth in the Preamble to the present Convention, 
the Contracting States agree to effect a reduction of their naval forces on the following basis: 

(a) Countries which on January. 1st, 1928, had a fleet whose aggregate tonnage exceeded 
200 000 tons shall reduce their naval forces by one-half, such reduction to affect both 
the' aggregate tonnage of the entire fleet and the tqnnage in each of the following classes 
of warship : ~ 

Capital ships; . . 
Other warships of displacement exceeding 10,000 tons; 
Light forces ; 
Submarines. 

(b) Countries which on January 1st, 1928, had a fleet whose aggregate tonnage was less 
than 200,000 tons shall reduce their naval forces by one-fourth of the aggregate tonnage of 
the entire fleet. 

(c) As soon as the present Convention comes into force, aircraft-carriers shall be struck 
off the establishment of the navy. Within six months they must be disarmed and so converted. 
as to make it quite impossible for them to be used for warlike purposes. 

Note. - The strength of the naval forces of those countries which were disarmed after 
the war of 1914-18 shall be fixed in accordance with special principles to be laid down by the 
Disarmament Conference. · 

Article 13. 

The maximum specific tonnage which must not be exceeded by the Contracting States 
shall be fixed in accordance with the above-mentioned principles by a special Convention, 
to be concluded within three months from the day on which the present Couvention comes 
into force. ' 

Article 14. 

The division of the fleet into vessels which are to be struck off the naval establishment 
and vessels which are to remain on the establishment, the names of the vessels being 
given (within the limits of the tonnage allowed under Article 12 of the present 
Convention), shall be effected by each Contracting Party. Within one year from the coming 
into force of the present Convention, those warships which each Party designates to be struck 
off the establishment of the navy must be disarmed and put into such a condition that they 
cannot possibly be used for warlike purposes. . · · - . . 

Note. - The disarma~ent of war_ships ~omprises the removal of the armour, guns 
and tor.pedoes, the destructi~n o_f special fittings, armoured turrets, conning towers, fire
control mstruments, commurucations for use in .battle, and aircraft-launching devices. 

Article 15. 

The pr?~edure for striking vessels. off the naval establishment and putting them into 
sue~ ~ condition. that they cannot _possibly be used for warlike purposes shall be fixed by an 
add!lional tec~mcal agreemen~ which: s~all be attached to the present Convention, and shall 
be concluded m accordance With Article 13 of the present Convention. . 

• 
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Article 16. 

The Contracting States agree that. as from the entry into force of the present ConVIJntion, 
warships (both those which are.to be constructed in future and those which are now on 
the stocks) shall only be constructed to replace vessels of the corresponding classes 
or categories which have been retained on the establishment of the fleet after the reduction 
has ~e~n effected as provided in Articles 12 and 13. Such vessels must sutisfy the following 
conditions : . · • 

(a) Except in case of total ioss, no vessel may be replaced until it has reached tho age-
limit. as specified below : . 

Capital ships . · • • . • . . • . . . 
Other warships of over 10,000 tons • 
Cruisers of over 7,000 tons. . 
Cruisers of under 7,000 tons • 
Flotilla leaders • • . . . 
Torpedo-boat destroyers • 
Torpedo-boats. • . . . • 
Submarines • • . . • • . 

' . 
( 25 yea.rs. 

l 20 years. 

15 years. 

(b) The maximum standard displacement for a warship shall be fixed at 10,000 metric 
._ tons. Vessels of more than 10,000 tons displacement now included in the naval !orct>s shnll 

be struck off when they reach the age-limit specified in paragraph (a) of this articlll, but In 
any c~se not later than • • . ; 

(c) The maximum calibre of the guns mounted in warships shall be fixed at 12 lnclu~s 
(304.8 millimeters) ; 

(d) No warship may be fitted with appliances for the carrying of aircraft; 

(e) The maximum limits fo~ vessels by classes and categories are laid down as follows: 

Class or category of vessel Stnndnrd 
displacement 

Calibre ol guna AKe·llrnlt 

Capital ships. • • . . 
. ~ 10,000 tons 12 inches 

Coast-defence vessels . . (304.8 millimeters) 25 years • 
Cruisers of over 7,000 tons • 8 inches 

(203.2 millimeters) 25 years. 
Cruisers of under 7,000 tons. 6 inches 

(152.4 millimeters) 20 yearN. 
Flotilla leaders . . . . . 

J 
Torpedo-boat destroyers. 1,200 tons 4 inches 
Torpedo-boats (101.6 millimeters) 20 years. 
Submarines . . . . . 600 tons 4 inches 

(101.6 millimeters) 15 years. . . . 
• - ·Note. -.The standard displacement of a ship is the displacement of the ship complete, 

fully manned, with engines and boilers, equipped ready for sea, including all armament and 
ammunition, equipment. outfit. provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and 

: implements and supplies of every description that are intended to be carried in war, including 
fuel and reserve feed water for engines and boilers. The calculation must be made in metric 
tons. 

Article 17. 

The Contracting States agree to ~ssume the following obligations : 

. ·(a) Not to use for- warlike purposes warships which have been struck off the 
establishment of the fleet and replaced by new constructions (except in cases which 
may be specially provided for in supplementary technical Agreements) ; 

(b) Not to hand over or sell their warships to foreign countries if the latter can use 
them· as warships supernumerary to the establishment laid down for each State by the 
present Convention; · _ 

(c) Not to build or allow to be built in their territories a~y warships exceeding any 
•of the limits laid down in Article 16 of the present Convention; 
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(d) Not to cause new vessels to be constructed in foreign yards over and above the 
limit laid down ~or each Contracting State; · 

(e) Not to equip merchant_vessels with any apparatus or appliance enabling such 
vessels to be used for warlike purposes. 

Article 18. 
. . 

The Contracting States agree to limit the quantity of shells and torpedoes as follows : 

(a) For guns of calibres from 8 to 12 inches (203.2 to 304.8 millimeters), 200 
rounds each ; 

(b) For guns of calibres from 4 to 7.9 inches (101.6 to 200.7 millimeters), 500 
rounds each ; 
' (c) For guns of calibres less than 4 inches (101.6 millimeters), 1,000 rounds each; 

(d) For each torpedo-tube, two torpedoes. 

Article 19. 
I' 

All supplies of ammunition and torpedoes over and above the quantities specified in 
Article 18 must be destroyed. 

CHAPTER Ill. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 20. 

Within one year from the entry into force of the present Convention, all military dirigibles 
and aircraft (whether heavier or lighter than air) sl!all be disarmed and placed in a condition 
precluding their utilisation for military purposes. 

Note.- The disarmament of aircraft belonging to the armed forces includes the removal 
of guns, machine-guns and special appliances for the discharge of bombs and other instruments 
of destruction. 

Article 21. 

In conformity with the Preamble to the present Convention, the Contracting States agree, 
when carrying into effect the reduction of air armaments, to divide all States into the 
following main groups : 

(a) Gtoup E : States having more than 200 aeroplanes in service in their armed forces; 
(b) Group F: States having from 100 to 200 aeroplanes in service in their armed forces; 
(c) Group G: States having fewer than 100 aeroplanes in service in their armed 

forces. 

States in Group E shall reduce their air forces by one-half; States in Group F by 
one-third, and States in Group G by one-quarter, with a simultaneous reduction d the> 
engine-power of each aeroplane to 400 horse-power on·the ground. .-.. 

Article 22. 

In addition to the standard laid down in Article 21, reserve machines, and engines for 
these machines, up to a number not exceeding 25 per cent of the total number of aeroplanes 
in service after their reduction, may be maintained in the establishment of the air forces. 

Article 23. 

~I ot~er machines, w~e~her i!l service .or in ~eserve, together with the engines for these 
machmes, m excess of the hnnts laid down m Articles 21 and 22 of the present Convention 
shall he destroyed. 

Article 24. 

When applying Articles 21, 22 and 23 of the ·present Convention, aeroplanes with engines 
or over 400 horse-power shall be the first to he destroyed. 

Q • ~ 
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Article 25. 

. All arming of civil aircraft and all fittings enabling them to be armed or to be 
utilised for war are prohibited. 

Article 26. 

Wi~ regard to the types of aeroplanes and their armaments, Article 6 of U1e present 
C~?nventio~ shall. apply. The armament of military air forces is included in the stnndnrds 
laid down m Art1cle 10 of the present Convention. 

Article 2'1. 

~I stocks of air bombs am;I ~ther instruments of destruction intended to be dischnrjlcd 
by ~1rcr~ft shall be destroyed w1thm three months of the entry into force of tbe present 
Convention. It shall henceforth be prohibited to mnnufacture or retain them in· U1e army 
or in the reserve of the military air forces. 

Article 28. 

The effectives of the military air forces must be reducl:'d in proportion to the decrl:'nse In 
the number of machines in service. 

Article 29. 

The precise maximum numbers of machines in service and In reserve, of the enRint's 
intended for their use, and of the military air force eiTectives, classified as officers, pilots 
and other personnel serving on board aircraft, which must not be exceeded by the Contrncting 
States shall be fixed in conformity with Articles 21 and 28 of the present Convention in 
a supplementary Convention. . 

To the latter shall be annexed the following tables : 

Table I : Maximum armed air forces stationed in the home country; 
Table II : Maximum armed air forces stationed in each colony, dominion or other 

oversea possession ; 
Table III : Maxin)um of all armed air forc·es. 

Article 30. 

With a view to restricting the production of military aeroplanes and the trade therein, 
the Contracting States agree to conclude, within three months from the entry into force of 
the present Convention, a supplementary Convention on the limitation to be imposed on the 
manufacture and trade in war aeroplanes in proportion to the legitimate requirements of 
the new eiiectives of the military air forces as fixed in the tables indicated in Article 29. 

CHAPTER IV. - CHEMICAL METHODS OF WARFARE. 

Article 31. 

All methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxiating gases used for 
warlike purposes as well as all appliances for their discharge, such as gas-projectors, 
pulverisers, ballo~ns, flame-throwt;rs and othe!' devices) and for bacteriological warfare, 
whether in service with troops or m reserve or m process of manufacture, shaii be destroyed 
within three months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention. 

Article 32. 

The industrial undertakings engaged in or adapted for the production of the means of 
chemical aggression or bacteriological warfare indicated in Article 31 of the present Convention 
shall be converted to other uses within one year from the entry into force of the present 
Convention on the basis of an additional technical agreement. 

Article 33. 

The Contracting States undertake, within three ~o_n~hs of the e!ltry into for~ of the 
present Convention. to ratify the Protocol on the Prohibition of Chemical Warfare111gned at 
Getleva in 1925. 
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CHAPTER V. -ARMAMENTS BUDGETS. 

Article 34. 

The total amounts of the armaments budgets calculated at their true val!les shall ~e 
reduced in proportion to the reduction of land forces in Groups A, B and C, of air forces m 
Groups E, F and G, and of naval forces as provided for in Articles 12.and 13 of the .Present 
Convention. The said reduction in budgets shall also apply_ to the Items of e;Xpenditure on 
personnel (pay, clothing, victualling, quarters) and those relatmg to orders for Implements of 
war and ammunition and to their upkeep. 

Article 35. 

No secret funds intended to disguise extraordinary expendit~re on special prepa
rations for war and the strengthening of armaments may be excluded m State budgets. 

In conformity with the above stipulatiol!, all ~xpenditure on the upkeep of the _armed 
forces of each State shall be brought together m a smgle chapter of the State budget; It ~hall 
be open to publicity in all respects: 

Article 36. 

The reduction of the armaments budgets shall be carried out as from the year 1929 pari 
passu with the.reduction oi armed forces and of war material. As from 1930, the maximum 
figures of these budgets shall be. fixed separately for each of the Contracting States. There
.after, no increase shall be made m them. 

CHAPTER VI. - TIME-LIMITS FOR THE ·~~CUTION OF THE CONVENTION. 

Article 37. 

The reduction of land, naval and air armaments in conformity with Articles 2, 5, 11, 
21, 22, 23 and 28 of the present Convention shall be carried out by the Contracting States in 
the course of two years, the first year being devoted to preparatory work and the second to the 
practical application of all the measures relating to the reduction of armaments. 

Article 38. 

All the other measures for the reduction of armaments shall be carried out within the 
periods provided for in the relevant articles of the present Convention (Articles 20, 27, 31, 
32 and 36). . 

CHAPTER VII •. - CONTROL. ' 

Article 39. 

Within three months from the date of entry into force of the present Convention,. a 
Permanent International Commission of Control shall be organised, with the following duties: 

(a) The supervision, control and general co-ordination of the measures relating 
to the application of the present Convention, and the notification to each State of breaches 
of the provisions of the present Convention; 

"' 
Q 

(b) The preparation of an agreement concerning the press11re to be brought tQ.:,., 
bear upon States which may fail to carry out the provisions of the present Convention 
and of the supplementary Conventions and te'chnical Arrangements completing it; 

(c) The selection of the places, the procedure and the technical conditions for the 
destruction of material, and the preparation of all the necessary supplementary 
technical Agreements; 

(d) The study of questions relating to further reductions of armaments and the 
preparation of international Agreements relating thereto; · 

(e) Communication to the Contracting States and the public of information con
cerning progress in the work of reducin,g armaments. 

Article 40. 

The P':rmanent Inte.rnat!onal C?mmission of Control shall consist of an equal number of 
r~presentatives of the leg~slative bodies and of the trade unions and other workers' organisa-
tions of all States participating in the present Convention. · . · 

. The P~rmanent I?t':rnational COI_nm~ssi?n of Control will _later include representatives 
of mte~national associations whose a1m It 1s to establish pacific relations between States 
al!d Which ha_v~ purs!led this aim with success, provided that these organisations express a 
w1sh to participate m the work of the Permanent International Commission of Contool. 
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Article 41. 

The. Permanent _International Commi5:5i~n of Control shall be a~sted. ~y a Permanent 
International ComiWttee of E.xperts. consisting of an equal number of m1htary, naval, air 
and other experts belonging to all the States acceding to the rresent Convention. 

The Permanent International Committee of E.xperts shal act under the orders of the 
Permanent International Commission of Control. , .. 

Article 42. 

- The following may not be members of the Permanent International Commission of 
Control: 

(a) Professional soldiers and officials of Ministries of War, Marine and Military 
Aviation; 

- (b) Owners of and shareholders in military industrial undertakings, owners of and 
large shareholders in banking and commercial enterprises with interests in military 
undertakings and the traffic in arms, and higher employees in all these undertakings. 

Article 43. 

With a view to ensuring genuine control, the Permanent International Commission of 
Control shall be entitled to carry out investigations on the spot in the event of reasonnblu 
suspicion of a breach of the present Convention and of the subsequent supplcmentnry 
Agreements on the reduction and limitation of armaments, and to appoint for this purpose 
special commissions of enquiry. 

Article 44. 

In enterprises for the production of war material or in enterprises capable of being 
utilised for the manufacture of armaments, a permanent labour control may be organised by 
the workers' committees of the factories or by .other organs of the trade unions operating In 
the respective enterprises, with a view to limiting the possibility of breaches of the 
corresponding articles of the present Convention. 

A similar control shall be set up in the various branches of the chemical industry, of 
. which a list shall be drawn up by the Permanent International Commission of Control. 

Article 45. 

The Contracting States undertake to furnish the Permanent International Commission 
of Control, within the time-limits fixed by it, with full information as to the situation of their 
armed forces, in accordance with the list and tables prescribed by the present 
Convention and the subsequent supplementary Agreements on the reduction and limitation 
of armaments, as well as with particulars of the number of aeroplanes and dirigibles in civil 
aviation registered as such in the territory of each of the Contracting States. 

Article 46. 

The statutes of the Permanent International Commission of Control, the procedure for 
examining complaints concerning the non-observance of the obligations entered into for the 
reduction and limitation of armam~;nts, the organisation of the procedure to be followed in 
local investigations, and the nature of labour control in regard to production (Article 44) 
shall be settled by means of a supplementary Convention within not more than three month11 
Jrom the date of the entry into force of the present Convention. . -

- CHAPTER VIII. - RATIFICATION AND APPLICATION OF THE CONVENTION. 

Article 47. . 
The present Convention shall enter into force as from the date of its ratification, in 

conformity with the legislative practice ofthe C~ntractin~ Stat;es, by all the States in Grou~s A 
and B for the reduction of land armaments, as la1d down m Art1cle 1 of the present ConventiOn, 
or in the first group for the redu~tion of naval armaments, as laid down in paragraph (a) of 
Article 12 of the present Convention. 

Article 48. 

All subsequent supplementary Conve~ti~ns to be conclude.d in consequence of the present 
Convention shall be signed and ratified Wlthm not less than SIX months from the date of the 
entry into force of the latter. Article 49• 

The instruments of ratification shall be dra~n up in five copies and shall be deposited 
in the capital of a State in each of the five ~on?nents. . . .. . . 

The ratification of the present ConventiOn 1~ conforiWty With the proviSions la1d down . 
in Article 47 shall be notified to all the Contr_acbng States by ................................. ·· · .. . 



-356-

ANNEX 6. • 
EXCHANGE OF LETTERS BETWEEN M. LITVINOFF, DELEGATE OF THE UNION 
OF SOCIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS, AND M. LOUDON, PRESIDENT OF THE 

PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

C.P.D.120. 

FROM M. LITVINOFF TO M. LouDoN. 

Geneva, March 26th, 1928. 

It would have been as unusual ror me to dispute the closing speech of a :President of 
an international meeting as was a certain passage in your speech at the closing of the fifth 
session unusual and contrary to the impartiality expected on such occasions. I am, however, 
unable to refrain from writing to you to express my surprise at the insinuation against the 
Soviet delegation which you thought fit to make in that speech. Not only was this insinuation 
unusual-to say the least of it-it was unjustified by the actual line pursued by the Soviet 
delegation. 

You admitted in the same speech that the discussion of our ,draft Convention for total 
disarmament had been interesting and valuable. Indeed, but for this, there would have 
been nothing left for the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission but to disperse after 
its second or third sitting-a procedure hardly conducive to the raising of its prestige. It 
has, moreover, been admitted by many delegates that our draft Conventions-both for total 
and partial disarmament-contain many elements which might be useful for the further 
labours of the Commission. Indeed, the resolution introduced by yourself, Mr President, 
on behalf of the Bureau, acknowledged that not only were our proposals in harmony with 
the ideals of humanity but they could be made useful, in part at least, by various Governments. 

Our proposals, it is true, were intended to substitute other schemes already discussed 
a year ago at the Commission's third session and, as it seems to the Soviet delegation, offering 
no hope of a solution of the problem of disarmament. Constructive work frequently implies 
the undoing of a certain amount of previous work found to be incorrect or impracticable. 

I think it must be obvious to all that nothing has been done or said by the Soviet dele
gation during the fourth and fllth sessions of the Preparatory Commission to justify the 
allusions of an impartial President to the possibility of the Soviet delegation coming to any 
session of the Commission for any other purpose but constructive work. 

My motive in writing this Jetter, Mr. President, is to let you know how deeply the passage 
in your closing speech to which I have already referred was resented by the Soviet delegation. 

. ' 

(Signed) LITVINOFF. 

P.S. - I trust that you will see your way to having this letter included in the Minutes 
of the fifth session. 

FRoM M. LouDoN To M. LITVINOFF. 

Paris, April 2nd, 1928. 

Your Jetter of March 26th has much surprised me because, on glancing at the Minutes 
of the fifth session of our Commission, I can find nothing in my closing speech that could 
be construed as contrary to the impartiality which behoves a President. " 0 

In using the words : " I will, however, ask that delegation in all seriousness to attenfil
our next and any ensuing meetings in a constructive spirit and not with the idea of destroying 
the work we have already done ", I merely uttered a request founded upon the fact that both 
your original draft Convention and speech clearly pointed towards undoing the work we 
had already accomplished. As to your latest proposals, they will, as I said, be submitted 
to the different Governments, and the Commission will then see what use can be made of 
them; yet you stat.ed that, independently of acceptance or non-acceptance of your second 
Draft, your delegation reserved to itself the right to return to its original draft Convention 
at the coming International Disarmament Conference, although it is clear that the Commission 
considers that original Draft unacceptable. 

. I.t was in view of pursuing our laborious preparatory task on the lines which the Commission 
has htth~rt?follo~~dand has firmly decided not to depart from that I begged you to join us in 
an upbutldmg spmt. I can therefore only confirm what I have said, nor can I see any reason 
for your rc~entment <;~f. t~e above passa_ge, the Jess so as I distinctly stated that your delegation's. 
colla bora tton and crtbctsm are and Will be very useful to our discussions. 

(Signed) J. LouDON. 

P.S. - I have no objection to this letter as well as yours of March 26th being added 
to the Minutes of the fifth session. . 


