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THIRD COMMITTEE 
F 
(REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS.) 
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I. REPORT o:>~ THE WoRK OF THE CoMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY (document 
A.20.1928.IX- see Official Journal, August 1928). 

(a) Pacific Settlement of International Disputes (Official Journal, August 1928, 
pages 1146-1176). 

(b) Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance (Official Journal, August 1928, 
pages 1176-1194). 

(c) Articles of the Covenant: 

1. Resolution concerning l\f. Rutgers' Memorandum on Articles 10, 
11 and 16 of the Covenant (Official Journal, May 1928, 
pages 651-706; August 1928, page 119~1). 

2. Resolution concerning Communications of the League in Times 
of Emergency (Official Journal, August 1928, page 1195 ; 
see also No. II below). 

3. Resolution regarding Financial Assistance (Official Journal, 
August 1928, pages 1195-1208; October 1928, page 1738). 

(d) Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of preventing War (Official Journal, 
August 1928, pages 1209-1218); 

II. CoMMUNICATIONS OF THE LEAGUE oF NATIONS IN TIMES oF EMERGENCY : 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A LEAGUE OF NATIONS RADIO-TELEGRAPHIC STATION. 

Report by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications 
and Transit (Official Journal, July 1928, pages 1105-1113; September 
1928, pages 1369-1378; December 1928, pages 1974-1978). 

III. PREPARATION OF A DRAFT CoNVENTION oN SuPERVISION oF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE 
AND PUBLICITY OF THE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF 
IMPLEMENTS OF \V AR. 

Report of the Special Commission (Official Journal, October 1928, 
pages 1584-1588). 

Draft Resolution submitted by the Delegation of Salvador (Records of 
the Ninth Ordinary Session of the Assembly : Plenary Meetings, 
September 7t~, 1928, afternoon). 

IV. WoRK OF THE PREPARATORY CoMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CoNFERENCE. 

Records of the Ninth Ordinary Session of the Assembly : Plenary Meetings, 
Annex 2. 

V. VARIOUS QUESTIONS DEALT WITH IN THE REPORT ON THE \VORK OF THE COUNCIL AND 
ON THE WORK OF THE SECRETARIAT. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, September 4th, 1928, at 11 a.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WrART (Belgium). 

1. Opening of the Committee's Work. 

In declaring the Committee open, the CHAIRMAN desired to express once more to his 
colleagues his surprise at the honour done him in appointing him Chairman. He was the more 
overwhelmed when he noted how distinguished were the members of the Committee and how 
serious and difficult the problems with which they had to deal. 

He ventured to say that the only explanation, the only excuse he could see for his 
appointment, was the desire to pay a tribute to his country for its constant devotion to the 
L~ague of Nations and to the great work of reconciliation and peace jointly pursued by all its 
Members. 
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1 d t th good-will and indulgence 
In renewing his thanks to the Com~ttee, he appea e 0 e 

of his colleagues, and assured them of his own. 

2. Appointment of Vice-Chairman. V" 
. f 1\f Unden Swedish delegate, as Ice-

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) submit~ed the name t0h. g. . supp'ort of this candidature; the 
Chairman. There was no need for him to say any m m 
facts spoke for themselves. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador) supported the proposal. 
· Cl · 1 tf e Third Comm illee M. UNDEN (Sweden) was elected by acclamation Vzce- zazrman o 1 

M. UNDEN (Sweden), Vice-Chairman, tha~ked th~ C?mm~ttee !or the _great honour done 
him and for the confidence it showed in him m appomtmg him VICe-Chairman. · 

(At the invitation of the Chairman, M. Unden took his place with the Bureau.) 

3. Preparation of the Agenda. . 
The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Assembly, 3at i~. ~c~hnrl cmeeti.~gh~~ 

September 3rd, referred to the Third Committee Items 22 and 2 , w IC e ounci 
placed on the agenda of the Assembl) : . 

22 Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration a1_1d Sec~nty. 
23: Establishment of a League of Nations Radi?-te!egraphic Stati~lll : Report 

by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Commumcatwns and Transit. 

He also recalled the fact that the Assembly had referred to the Third Committe~ ~he 
question of the private manufacture and publicity of the manufacture of arms, ammumtwn 
and implements of war. . t th 

Moreover, M. Loudon, the Netherlands representative, mtended to propose . o e 
Assembly that the chapters of the General Report and Supplementary Report concermng the 
reduction of armaments should be referred to the Committee. . 

Finally he pointed out that other questions might also be referred to the Committee ; 
the latter c~uld therefore only draw up an agenda of a provisio_nal character. . 

The Chairman would prepare a draft agenda for the !!ext meetmg, the dat~ of which would 
be fixed by the General Committ~e of the ~ssembly; th~s agenda, together With the necessary 
documentation, would be submitted to his colleagues m due course. 

(The meeting rost; at 11.25 a.m.) 

SECOND MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, September 11th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

4. Publicity of 1\lertings. 

The Committee decided that in principle its meetings would be public. 

5. Adoption of the Agenda. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, before they came to consider the agenda, he would like, speaking 
in his personal capacity, to offer a few general comments. 

The work of the Third Committee differed in certain respects from that of the other 
Committees of the Assembly : its task was not so much to settle current business as to seek 
by what means the League of Nations could satisfy the desire of the peoples for the limitation 
of armaments: 

Anxiety and even disappointment had been expressed on this subject, to such an extent 
indeed that people were sometimes led to wonder whether the League's numerous efforts did 
not rather resemble the futile tasks to which, in ancient mythology, the Danaids or Sisyphus 
were condemned. But if they were to compare the results they were about to reach with the 
situation in 1921, or even in 1924, the} must surely realise that they were nearing a solution 
and that the general ol!-tli~e of ~n agreem~nt- possib!e as m_uch as desirable- was beginning 
to evolve. A f!J~ther JUStification for their ~opes lay m t~e mterest which was being taken in 
the many enqumes conducted last year which our Committee would have to discuss. 

The Third. Committee wa~ setting to work on the task entrusted to it in a general 
a~mosphere "\\hich s~emed to him to be more favoura~Je than that of previous years. The 
signature of the Pans Pact and other symptoms certam!y helped to diminish the worldwide 
feeling of uneasi1_1ess and to encourage the ~opes whi~h he expressed on behalf of his colleagues. 

He had desired ~o express t~ the Third Commit_tee, now about to begin its labours, the 
-ho.I?e that ~he authonty and prestige of the League might be still further enhanced and might 
be mcreasmgly respected. 
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The Chairman read the following Provisional Agenda : 

I. Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security (document 
A.20.1928.1X): 

(a) Pacific Settlement of International Disputes (document A.20.1928.IX, pages 
6-36). 

(b) Non-Aggression and Mutual Assistance (document A.20.1928.IX, 'pages 36~5,J). 
(c) Articles of the Covenant : 

1. Resolution concerning M. Rutgers' Memorandum on Articles 10, 11 and 16 
of the Covenant (documents C.A.S.10, and A.20.1928.1X, page 54). 

2. Resolution concerning 'Communications of the League in Times of Emer
gency (document A.20.1928.IX, page 55; see also No. II below). 

3. Resolution regarding Financial Assistance (document A.20.1928.1X, pages 
55-68; document A.45.1928.11, page 4). 
(d) Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of preventing War (document A.20. 

1928.1X, pages 69-78). 

II. Communications of the League of Nations in Times of Emergency. Establish
ment of a League of Nations Radio-Telegraphic Station. 

Report by the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit 
(documents A.22.1928.VIII, A.23.1928.VIII, and A.31.1928.VIII). 

III. Preparation of a Draft Convention on Supervision of the Private Manufacture and 
Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War. 

Report of the Special Commission (documents A.43.1928.1X, and A.49.1928.1X). 

IV. \Vork of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 
Document A.6 and A.6 (a). 1928, Extract No. 5, pages 10, 11 and 18. 

V. Various Questions dealt with in the Report on the Work of the Council and on 
the Work of the Secretariat. 

Tlzis agenda was adopted. 

6. Statement by the Chairman of the Committee on Al'IJitration and Seclll'ity concerning 
the Worl{ of this Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN announced his intention of proposing that they should refer certain 
questions on the agenda to other Committees of the Assembly. He thought, however, that 
it would be desirable for the Committee first to hear M. Benes, Chairman of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, who would make a statement concerning the work of this 
Committee. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) read the following statement concerning the work of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security : 

" Mr. Chairman- Among the important matters that the Assembly has referred to our 
Committee is the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was set up on 
November 30th, 1927; by the Preparatory Commission in consequence of the resolution of 
the Assembly at its eight ordinary session, passed on September 26th, 1927, and the Council 
resolution of September 27th, 1927. 

" In the documents of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which you have 
before you, will be found full and detailed particulars of all the work done by the Committee 
and all the investigations it has carried out up to the present time. 
. " Since the Committee on Arbitration and Security has done me the great honour of 

electing me to the Chair, I may perhaps be allowed to give you a brief summary of the principal 
stages through which its work has passed and the results so far attained. 

" The Committee has held three sessions. At the first session, in December 1927, it 
decided upon its programme of work, and, faithfully adhering to the directions provided 
in the last Assembly resolution, it appointed three of its distinguished members, l\1. Hol~ti, 
M. Politis and M. Rutgers, to araw up three memoranda, dealing respectively '"ith arbitratiOn 
in the broad sense of the term, with security and with Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant 
(including the questions of the League's communications at times of emergency and financial 
assistance to States victims of aggression). 

"The three Rapporteurs met at Prague on January 26th, 1928, and proceed.ed, in 
consultation with the Chairman, to eo-ordinate their reports, care being taken to grve all 
possible weight to the various notes and observations "'hich had in the meantim~ been 
submitted by a number of Governments. The three memoranda, together wrth. an 
Introductory Note by the Chairman, were then laid before the Committee at its second sessiOn, 
which lasted from February lOth to March 7th, 1928. 
· " At this session the Committee accepted the views expressed in the Introductory Note, 
particularly those in regard to the value of the League Covenant itself as a guarantee of 
security, and drew up and subjected to a first reading three model Conventions of conciliation, 
arbitration and judicial settlement and three model treaties of non-aggression and mutual 
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assistance as well as various draft resolutions. It was at this session also that the Ger~an 
delegatio~ put forward a number of suggestions for strengthening the means of preven mg 
war, and M. Rolin Jaequemyns was asked to examine these as Rapporteur. 

" The Committee's third session lasted from June 27th to July 4th. A second ~eadin1 
was given to the models drawn up at the previous session, and three model bllate_ra 
Con;ventions "for the pacific settlement of disputes and a model !reaty for stren~themndg 
the means of preventing war on the basis of the German Suggesbo~s wer~ also discusse · 
Further, the Committee adopted at this session a report on fi_nancl31 assistan~e to States 
victims of aggression, and the final text of the various resolutiOns to be submitted to the 
Assembly. 

" Accordingly, the Committee's work as a whole may be set out as follows : 

" 1. First, we have six model Conventions on arbitration, ~onciliation and judicial 
settlement, accompanied by an Introductory Note and two resolu~wns, one to recommend 
these models and the other concerning the good offices of the CounciL 

" It was not without mature reflection that the Committee decided to make no attempt 
to amalgamate all these models. Notwithstanding t~e marked progress. of the ideas of 
conciliation and arbitration in recent years, the Committee felt. that the tiJ?e had no_t yet 
come when all countries could take an identical view of the conclusiOn of extensive and umform 
arbitration treaties. It was therefore thought better to prepare several model Conventions 
offering sufficient variety to meet the wishes and requirements of the various Governments. 
The Committee wishes, moreover, to make it clear that it does not advocate any one mo?el 
more strongly than the others. The Third Committee and t.he Assembly. wil.l have to examme 
all these models, and to decide ho"' best to secure the adoptiOn and puttmg mto force of these 
Conventions as between as many countries as possible. With this object in view, the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security thinks it may be worth while to submit to the 
Assembly, as I have already observed, two draft resolutions, one to recommend the model 
Conventions and the other providing for the good offices of the Council, which would 
undoubtedly be of value. 

" 2. The Committee furthermore considered that the me::1sures for imparting a fresh 
impetus to the movement for settling disputes by pacific methods might well be supplemented 
by an Assembly resolution concerning the Optional Clarlse oj Article 36 of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. 

" This draft resolution is intended to attract the attention of Governments to the 
elasticity of the Optional Clause, which should, it is thought, to a large extent reduce the · 
obstacles which have hitherto prevented many States from acceding to it. 

" 3. Thirdly, the Committee submits to us three model Treaties of non-aggression and 
mutual assistance, accompanied by an Introductory Note and two resolutions. As in the 
case of the model Conventions for judicial settlement, arbitration and conciliation, the 
Committee felt it advisable to prepare three different models. Draft D is clearly the most 
far-reaching. since it provides, not only for non-aggression and the pacific settlement. of 
disputes, but also for mutual assistance. It is to a large e~tent based on the Rhine Pact of 
~ocarno, although at the same time it otTers certain differences which you will find explained 
m the Introductory Note. I am anxious to make it clear that, in the opinion of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, the Models D, E and F WP.re not to be put forward as unalterable 
draft~. It 'You!~ be for. the States concerned to consider whether they should introduce 
certau~ mod.Ificatwns which would make allowance for their special circumstances. The 
Committee Itself •. moreove~, ~uggested in its Introductory Note certain such variations. 
Model D also raises certam Important questions concerning the participation of States 
!l~n-Members. of the L~ague o~ Nations. In this connection, the Turki.>h delegation, which 
JOI?ed us durmg the third sessi?n of the Committee, submitted certain interesting proposflls; 
owmg, however, to the complexity and great importance of these questions, their consideration 
had to be deferred until a later session. As in the case of Models A B C and a o c our 
Committee and the Assembly will have to ~ecide on the resolutions to be adopt~d in ~rder 
to recommend Models D, E and F to the vanous States and in order to put at their disposal 
the good offices of the Council. ' 

"4. The Com~ittee further lays before us a draft resolution concerning M. Rutger's 
Memorandum on Artzcles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant. This Memorandum is a careful an<l 
detailed. study o_f the p~ssibilities afforded by th~ Covenant of the League of Nations for 
the.paclfic solutiOn o~ di~putes and for the secunty of States, without either adding to or 
~akmg fro!? the obl1gatwns of MeJ?bers of the League, without <.dhering to any one 
mterpretatwn of the Covenant and Without proposing any rigid and detaikd procedure. 

" 5. There will.also ~e s.ubmitted to you a draft resolution concerning the c,;•nmurdcations 
?f the League of Natwns zn tul!-es of emergency. This.draft resolution lays stress cu Ctegreat 
Importance of !he .":'ork earned out by the. Committee for Communications and Transit 
and on t~e desirability of the .Assembly takmg steps at the present session to ut these 
sche.mes mt~ effect, more par.ticularly as .regards the establishment of a radio-t~legraphic 
statwn. Tlus latter problem IS also submitted to us as a special question under N 'P f 
the Assembly agenda. o. - > o 
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" 6. The question of financial assistance lo Stales victims of aggression has been examined 
by a Joint Committee consisting of four members of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security and three members of the Financial Committee. This Joint Committee drew 
up a report which was approved by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. You will 
note that one of the questions dealt with in this report, the problem of the Council's vote, 
which would put into operation the measures agreed upon for providing financial assistance, 
gave rise to a prolonged debate, at the end of which no unanimous decision could be read1ed. 
The Committee on Arbitration and Security therefore decided to request the Assembly to 
give its opinion on the questions thus raised, particularly with regard to the vote of the 
Council. The discussion which will be opened on this subject in our Committee will show 
whether it is possible to reach any solution during the present session of the Assembly, or 
whether it would be advisable to adjourn these questions for subsequent consideration. 

" 7. Finally, the Committee submits to us a model Treaty lo strengthen the means of· 
preventing war, accompanied by an Introductory Note and a resolution. 

" The Committee unanimously agreed that the Suggestions made in this connection 
by the German delegation included provisions which might usefully be added to the other 
measures designed to prevent war. Since, however, these proposals were only submitted 
during its second session, the Committee was unable to do more than draw up the model 
brfore us at a first reading. In the meantime, Governments have been requested to give 
their delegations necessary instructions in order that the investigation of this important 
matter may be continued and, if possible, completed during the present session of the 
Assembly. 

" The foregoing is a brief general survey of the problems dealt with by the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security and now submitted to you f9r discussion. 

" In mv view, the work which the Committee has done in its three sessions is 
considerable: All the countries represented have taken part in the discussions, and every 

· aspect of the problem has been exhaustively considered. Only the concrete results of these 
discussions are before you. To appreciate the wide scope and the detailed nature of our 
debates you should also consult all the Minutes, and you would find that no special question, 
no aspect of the problem, no delicate shade of meaning, has been neglected, and that practical 
consideration has been given to the interests of every country. I should add that many of 
the formul<e finally adopted are the outcome of protracted and delicate negotiations among 
the delegations, which have by no means failed to realise the practical politi"cal importance 
of these formul<e and of the draft treaties prepared. 

" I need hardly say, therefore, that we feel that every question which might be raised 
in this Committee by those of our colleagues who do not take part in the work of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security has already been examined, or at any rate touched 
upon, and that all of us who dict take part in those debates are willing to furnish our colleagues 
with any explanations or details that may be needed. This, I think, should help the Third 
Committee to do its work more easily and rapidly. 

" As you all know, the Committee's work proceeded simultaneously with the negotiations 
for the Pact for the Renunciation of War. The signing of this Pact, which will always remain 
a memorable date in post-war history, shoUld encourage us to pursue our task in the Third 
Committee. There is no need now to discuss in detail in what way our draft treaties would 
add precision, substance and efficacy to the engagements embodied in the Pact for the 
Renunciation of War. A glance at the Pact and at the draft treaties will make this 
immecliatelv clear. -

" In this Committee, therefore, all we have to do is to continue our work without 
interruption and without hesitation. I hoped that during the next few years, when a vote 
of the Assembly sanctions the draft treaties and rrsomtions, we shall see the positive results 
of the efTorts we are making to-day. 

" Of the value of the Committee's work I wiH say nothing. You are yourselves about 
to examine it, and your judgment will be expressed by the fi1~al vote. My dearest wish is 
that hereafter, if you adopt them, the draft treaties may he of the greatest possible service 
in estab.ishing lasting peaceful relations among the difTerent countries, and that a further 
important step may thus be taken in the direction of European and world peace. " 

The CHAIRMAN said he felt sure that he expressed the wishes of the Committee in 
thanking M. Benes for his statement, which so clearly summarised the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security. 

7. Reference to the First Committee of the Part of the \Vorl{ of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security concerning the Pacific Sl'ttlement of Intl'rnational Disputes. 

The CHAIRMAN submitted to the Committee the following draft resolution : 

" The Third Committee requests the First Committee to examine from a legal 
point of view the part of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
concerning the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, namely : 

" (a) Model Conventions for judicial settlement, arbitration and conciliation. 
" (b) Draft resolution concerning model Conventions on conciliation, 

arbitration and judicial settlement. 
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" (c) Draft resolution regarding the good offices of the Council. . 
. . h 0 t. I Cl s of Artrcle 36 of the " (d) Draft resolutiOn concermng t e p rona au e 

Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. " 
M BENEs (Czechoslovakia) said he thought that it would be desirable ~0 refer to th~ 

First Committee f~r an opini~n the points (a),\~) and (d), as ~hese threei~ue~~~nso~gs~~~~s 
a d~stinctly ~egal aspect. Pomt (c), however, Draft resolutiOn. regard g_. itself mi ht 
of the Council ", was of a purely political character and the Thrrd Commrttee g 
consider this point. . 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he thought tha~ point (c) _also had certam legal aspects 
and that it would be logical to refer it as well to the Frrst Commrttee. . 

l\1. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said he saw no reason _why ~hey should not also ref~r tlus 
point to the First Committee if in the course of the drscusswns, they fo~nd that ~hrs was 
necessary. For the present, h~ thought it woul~ be better for. the Thrrd Commrttee to 
consider first of all the purely political side of thrs draft resolutiOn. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was _really very lit~le di1T~rence bet':een these two 
suggestions: Count Apponyi proposed that pom~ (c) should rmmedrately be referred t? the 
First Committee, whereas M. Benes proposed that _rt should ?nly be referred to that Commrttee, 
if necessary, after it had been discussed by the Tlurd Commrttee. . . 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he did not see what they ha? to lo~e by refernng thrs 
point to the First Committee forthwith. _Why should they not r_mmedrately settl~ al! the 
preliminary questions? Otherwise, they mrght find themselves obhged to. st?P co~srderr~g a 
question in the very midst of their discussions. He therefore ventured to msrst on rmmedrate 
reference. 

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) said he would like to know t~e exact ter:ms of th!s refere_nce 
they were proposing. Would the First Committee, after 1~ had consrdered thrs questr?n, · 
subm,it its report to the Assembly direct, or would the questiOn come back before the Tlurd 
Committee? 

The CHAIRMAN replied that, if the Committee decided to refer the question to tl_re First 
Committee, its intention would be that the First Committee should report, not drrect to 
the Assembly, but to the Third Committee, and that as soon as possible. 

M. CASSIN (France) asked whether they could not forthwrth instruct a small sub-committee 
of the Third Committee to get into touch with the First Committee, so that they might 
submit to the Third Committee as soon as possible the conclusions which had already been 
jointly reached with the First Committee. A similar procedure had been followed in previous 
years- for instance, in 1 \l24, in the case of the Protocol- and had always given good results. 

lVI. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said he wished to ofTer certain explanations in view of Count 
Apponyi's insistence. 

He had proposed that point (c) should be considered by the Third Committee itself 
because the latter had always dealt with political questions, whereas the First Committee 
examined the legal side of the various questions.· He was anxious to avoid the opening of 
a political discussion in both Committees. He would not, however, raise any objection to this 
question being referred to the First Committee if such a course were found to be really necessary. 

l\L FEnRA~A (Cuba) pointed out that, if the First Committee discussed the legaL side 
of the ConventiOns referred to under (a), and if the Third Committee then considered the 
sa~e. question, there _wou~d be two i?entical discussions on the same subject. The only 
P?htrcal aspe~t of arbrtratwn conventions was the fact that they existed. He quite agreed 
wrth M. Cassm that they should appoint a sub-committee to remain in constant contact 
with the ~irst C~mmittee; _it would thus, in agreement with the First Committee, arrive 
at conclusiOns winch the Thn·d Committee would lwve to consider in turn, before submitting 
a report on them to the Assembly. 

. Tl~e CrrAI~~.IAN said _he understood that M. Cassin 'vas not asking them to take an 
rmmedrate decrswn on tlus proposal, but to take it into consideration in the course of their 
discussion. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerlan_d) referred to the_ procedure which had been followed in previous 
years: When legal questiOns ~ad been lard before the First Committee, the latter had 
~ubmrtted a rel?ort on tl!e ~Ub]ect to the Third Committee. The Third Committee then 
r~corporated tlus report m rts ow_n r~port to the Assembly. They had in fact to try to 
drscover the best method of .c~-ordmah~g efTorts in order to obtain the desired result. 

H~ understood l\I. Cassm ~ suggestiOn to be as follows: they should refer to the First 
Commrtt~e the model co~lV~ntwns under (a~; the First Committee could not prepare its 
~eport wrthout .fi!·st appomtrng a sub-comnuttee. The Third Committee would find itself 
m the sam~ posrtwn. I! ~vo_uld therefore _be '~'ell, f!e _thought- and that was doubtless also 
M. _Ferrara sand M. ~ass111 s rde~- to decrde, 111 pr111crple at least, to appoint a sub-committee 
whr~h would _ke~p 111 touch wrth. the sub-committee of the First Committee in d t 
avord contradrctwns and overlappmg. • or er o 

M. CASSIN (France) said that M. Motta f!ad _himself proved the utility of the method 
proposed. They should therefore : (1) decrde rn favour of reference; and (2) set up a 
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sub-committee. The First Committee would adopt what method it chose and would 
maintain its entire freedom. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) was quite prepared to support l\I. Cassin's proposal 
as defined by M. Motta. He would, however, point out that the proposal should not apply 
solely to the model Conventions on conciliation and arbitration, whether general or bilateral ; 
there was another group of conventions in which the legal form was of great importance. 
The same principles which would be applied to the legal aspect of the Cm!vention~ on 
arbitration and conciliation should also be applied to the Conventions on non-aggression 
and mutual assistance, and also the draft Treaty for the prevention of war drafted as a 
result of the German Suggestions. 

The Committee should therefore decide, first of all, whether it was going to instruct a 
joint committee, set up in agreement with the First Committee, to consider, not only the 
juridical value of the Conventions on arbitration and security, but also the juridical value of the 
Conventions on non-aggression and mutual assistance and of the draft Treaty drawn up as a 
result of the German Suggestions. 

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) considered that the various proposals were consistent with each 
other, but that the Committee must decide on the principle of the conventions from the 
political point of view. It would perhaps appear absurd to anticipate their rejection, but it 
would not do to ask the opinion of the First Committee on questions which had not been 
approved by the Third Committee. The best method would therefore probably be to 
adopt the principle of the conventions and then to refer them to the Frrst Committee for 
its opinion, at the same time informing it that a sub-committee of the Third Committee 
was prepared to co-operate with any sub-committee which it might itself appoint. 

The CHAIRMAN desired to draw the attention of the Spanish delegate to the fact that the 
matters under discussion were by no means new. These questions had been studied at great 
length by the Committee on Arbitration and Security in virtue ofaresolutionoftheAssembly. 
It might therefore be assumed that the Committee was favourably disposed, and it would 
thus be possible to dismiss the hypothesis - which M. de Palacios had himself described 
as absurd -that the principles of the conventions might be rejected. · 

On the other hand, it appeared that there was no general agreement with regard to the 
choice of questions to be referred to the First Committee. A decision must be reached on this point. 

M. BENEs (Czechoslovakia) thought that it was possible to refer to the First Committee 
questions on which agreement had been reached. The latter would then state its opinion. 
Three of the questions were almost entirely legal in character, and agreement had been 

·reached with regard to their political aspects, since the Assembly at its last session had given 
precise and definite instructions in this connection. 

All members of the Committee were agreed that the model Conventions on arbitration 
and conciliation must be submitted. From the legal point of view, certain difficulties might 
occur, but not from the political point of view. Questions (a), (b) and (d) did not ofier any 
obstacle. Certain delegates might require to formulate reservations or objections of a 
political character in regard to question (c). This question (c) could not, indeed, be referred 
to the First Committee for examination from the legal point of view until it had been discussed 
by the present Committee. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador) thought that a distinction should be drawn between those 
questions in which the legal aspect was predominant and those where the political aspect 
was predominant. It would be useless for this Committee to refer to the First Committee 
a question on which agreement could not be reached from the political point of view. 

The CHAIRMAN enquired whether the Committee was in favour of immediately referring 
to the First Committee questions (a), (b) and (d) of the draft resolution submitted by him. 

It was decided to refer the points in question to the First Committee. 

8. Question of the League of Nations Radio-Telegraphic Station. 
The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee's attention to the question of the radio-telegraphic 

station of the League of Nations with which the Fourth Committee was concerned. The 
Committee must consider the fundamental question involved as soon as possible in order 
to be able, should the circumstances require it, to refer the matter without delay to the Fourth 
Committee, which would examine it from the financial point of view. 

This proposal was adopted. 

9. Question of Financial Assistance to States Victims of Aggression. 
The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Acting Chairman of the Financial 

Committee would be available on and after Thursday to assist in the discussion on financial 
assistance in the event of aggression. It would not be possible to refer the matter, should 
the circumstances require it, to the Second Committee until after this discussion had taken place. 

This proposal was adopted. 

10. Procedu1·e. 
The CHAIRMAN thought it was premature to appoint Rapporteurs at the present time, 

hut it would nevertheless assist the Bureau if proposals could be made at one of the next 
meetings. The Chairman desired to know whether it was desirable to open. a general dis?uss!on 
of the problems submitted to the Committee as a whole before undertakmg the exammatwn 
of the individual questions on its agenda. 
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. . bl d 'th egard to the essential 
M. BENEs"(Czechoslovakia) thought ~t desira .e t~ o so WI r ·on of the rivate 

points of the Comm~t~ee's wo~k, and particularly wdithh Iegarkd tfot~hep;:pe!~~tory Com~ission 
manufacture of murutwns and Implements of war an t e wor o e . 
for the Disarmament Conference. 

It was decided to have a general discussion on the agenda as a whole. 

11. · General Discussion on the Agenda as a whole. 

M. LANGE (Norway) apologised for being the first to speak, but pointed out that his c~u~try 
had not had an opportunity of participating in the work of the Preparatory_ CommissiOn. 
His Government had instructed him to express its e~rnest ~esire that sometlung sh~Idh~~ 
accomplished towards disarmament in accorc;lance With Article 8 of the Covenant. . e 
noted with much satisfaction the speeches on this subject by statesmen so well qualified to 
speak as M. Briand and Lord Cushendun. . . . h 

He thought it would be a good plan to adopt as starting-point for this d1s_cusswn t e 
Assembly resolution which in 1925 created the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference. d t h · 1 
· This Commission was characterised by the fact that it was both preparatory an ec _mea · 
In disarmament questions the technical aspect was of great importance and had not preVIously 
been investigated. There was another idea- political this time- underlyirW the Assem_bly 
resolution of 1925, namely, that the technical work should be carried out as qmckly as possible 
so that all might be ready at the right moment. 

The 1928 Assembly was, he thought, called upon to take stock of the positi?n and to see 
whether the technical work could be regarded as satisfactory, whether anythmg had been 
omitted, and whether the psychological moment was approaching .. It was not. without good 
reason that at the last two sessions of the Assembly, the Norwegian delegatwn had voted 
for resoluti~ns calling for an early meeting of ~he Disarmam~nt Conferen~e. The spea~er 
thought he had been one of the keenest in pressu~g ~orward t_his work, but _It_ see~ed to him 
that the matter had not always been considered m Its true hght. The positiOn With regard 
to disarmament should, properly speaking, be considered in the light of political conceptions. 
First of all, what did Article 8 of the Covenant say ? It provided -in fact, it required -
a reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the provisions 
of the Covenant. He thought that the fundamental idea of this phrase was to prevent any 
State possessing military, naval or other power which might constitute a threat against 
peace or a temptation to such State to abus~ this power if an opportunity offe;ed. On ~~ese 
grounds it was therefore necessary to examme the problem of disarmament, z.e., a political 
and technical problem, simultaneously with the problem of security. . 

M: Lange considered that the Committee should congratulate itself on the work under
taken by the Committee on Arbitration and Security under the chairmanship of M. Benes; 
he would refrain from going into details, but would express the special satisfaction of his 
delegation, first, that arbitration had been recognised as a factor in security, and, secondly, 
that the Committee had taken a definite stand against the idea that more or less exclusive 
groups could be admitted within the structure of the League. It had been unanimously 
decided that the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance should not be directed 
against any State whatsoever, for otherwise there would inevitably be a danger of reverting 
to the old system ol alliances and opposing groups. 

Coming to the question of the reduction of armaments properly so called, M. Lange 
had to admit that the situation was much less satisfactory. It was here, if anywhere, that 
the Assembly should give a new stimulus to the work of the Committee. M. Lange had been 
careful to read all the Minutes of the Preparatory Commission. He paid a tribute to the 
intellectual level of the discussions, but he felt that, from the moral, international and political 
points of view, this level was rea)ly a very low one. If the public was one day told that it was 
only technical difficulties that prevented Governments from fulfilling their obligations under 
Article 8 of the Covenant, it was to be feared that they would conclude that there had been 
a breach of faith. M. Lange felt that a warning of this kind by a small State with no ambitious 
designs and outside all political groupings might have a certain value. 

It_s~ould be laid do~n as a principl_e from the start that, in political questions, political 
au~hon!Ies. must not b~ hmde~ed or dommat~d ~y the technical services and military experts. 
This prmc1ple should ~~ particular be apphed m connectiG.I with the private manufacture 
o~ arms.. The concluswns of t_he Special. Commission on this question were somewhat 
d1scouragmg, although no doubt It was of some value that very definite positions had been 
taken up. 

The conclusion of the Franco-British Agreement, to which M. Briand and Lord Cushendun 
ha_d referred, was a ~att~r for cong~atulation.. M. Lange was quite willing to believe that 
this A~r~ement '~as msp1red by a smce~e _desire to facilitate the work of the Preparatory 
CommisSI?n, but It would b~ as well to d_Is~Ipate any ~neasiness on the subject. It would be 
worth While, perhaps, to ~onsider th_e possibility of gettmg other similar agreements concluded.· 
. M. La~ge agreed With M. Bnand that It was incorrect to say that armaments have 
~ncr~ased smce the war; nevertheless, the reductions so far effected were not sufficient to 
mspire mutual confidence. 

It was essential that the con~ention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission should 
leave. no loop~~le for re.commencmg the co~petition in armaments. Apart from purely 
techmcal provisiO~s and m order t~ ensure _their full effectiveness, it would, according to the 
speaker, be essential to fix a defirute maXImum of armaments by means of a limitation of 
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the expenditure on them Such a measure would have the triple advantage of reducing war 
potential, of facilitating control and of providing a starting-point for a further reduction 
of armaments. 

M. Lange was also in favour of creating a Permanent Study Committee entrusted by the 
League of Nations with the task of following the development of the armaments problem 
from the political point of view. Both these suggestions had already been made, though 
unsuccessfully, by the French delegation to the Preparatory Commission. • • 

The Preparatory Commission should aim at drawing up a convention putting a very 
definite check to the development of armaments. The military and naval organisation of 
States was so closely associated with the conception oi the State itself that a long time would 
elapse before it was possible to transfer this section of the political life of States from its 
present chaotic position to a conventional basis. If two such steps forward could be made 
in the course of the next two years, they might be considered as contributing a very happy 
outcome of the efforts of the Commission. 

The Third Committee should present a request to the Assembly for the Preparatory 
Commission to resume its work. Certain factors seem to point to the possibility of a new 
meeting of the Commission. In the first place, as M. Briand had stated, the international 
atmosphere was better. In the second place, there was Locarno. In the north of Europe, 
there was a system of arbitration treaties without reservations. In the centre of Europe, 
Switzerland had concluded a series of ail-in arbitration treaties with all her neighbours. Italy 
and Germany had concluded a series of arbitration treaties with nearly all their neighbours. 
Finally, there was the Briand-Kellogg Treaty. ·This treaty contained, it was true, disquieting 
reservations, but the important point was that, in consequence of this treaty, the United 
States had refrained from taking steps for an important increase to their fleet. The original 
proposal had been to build seventy-one new ships. That number had been reduced to sixteen 
and the Senate had subsequently decided not even to discuss the question again during that 
session. Another encouraging fact was that, apart from the United States, two States which 
were not Members of the League of Nations had participated in the work of the Preparatory 
Commission. . · 

The Committee should examine what new form of mandate it should give to the 
Preparatory Commission for continuing its work. It was inconceivable that the desired 
solution should be retarded by technical considerations. Considerations of peace and social 
progress must come before all others. 

M. o'OLIVEIRA (Portugal) said he was encouraged to speak by the example of his old 
friend M. Lange, which took him back to the time when, at the Hague Conference in 1907, 
he had entered by his side upon the great battle of compulsory arbitration, a recollection of 
which he was proud. Although only partially successful, the result was at least to furnish 
the foundations on which the League of Nations was building with encouraging success. He 
also hoped for the approbation of his colleague, M. Fromageot, who, in company with M. Leon 
Renault and M. Leon Bourgeois, had, despite many obstacles, helped to elaborate a draft 
Convention for compulsory world arbitration; this project, which had been based on a proposal 
made by the Portuguese delegation, did not secure complete unanimity at the Hague 
Conference, but it had at least received the approval of an imposing majority, headed, as 
now, by several of the leading liberal Powers of Europe. 

The speaker noted with approval that considerable progress had been accomplished since 
then in the matter of arbitration. The spirit of mockery had disappeared. A~ that time, some 
of his witty colleagues used to refer to compulsory arbitration as contraband of peace. The 
time was past when the venerable President of the Conference, despairing of the success of 
his efforts, remarked in confidence to his friends that it was much easier to pacify two 
belligerents than forty-five neutrals. 

None the less, M. d'Oliveira felt that some grateful remembrance was due to the work 
of The Hague, and he particularly desired to acquaint the Committee with the opinion of 
his own country and to say that now, as formerly, Portugal would always be happy to be 
in the forefront of those who were endeavouring to further the work of peace. 

He did not dare to discuss in detail the complex question of the reduction of armaments; 
Portugal was too slightly armed for her opinion to carry much weight in such matters. He 
was content to add his appeals to those of M. Lange :that in this respect the League of Nations 
should now make a definite step, however smaH, in the direction expected by public opinion, 
and he asked his colleagues to concentrate on finding a formula affording a basis for real 
hope that the delicate and complicated task that had occupied them so many years would 
nc:it be discontinued. 

M. d'Oliveira wished also to signify his country's cordial and unreserved adhesion to the 
model Conventions on arbitration and conciliation which it was suggested to propose to the 
Governments. Portugal, who had endeavoured at The Hague to establish an obligatory 
world arbitration treaty, was obviously ready to sign more modest undertakings. 

Portugal had quite recently concluded arbitration treaties without reservations on the 
Swiss and Scandinavian models with her great neighbour Spain, with France and also with 
Belgium, whose African colonies were neighbours to those of Portugal, and formed with 
them an economic association that should develop considerably in the future. Still better, 
the Convention with Belgium had been concluded under the article of the Covenant which 
names mutual respect for the territorial integrity of States as one of the bases of universal 
peace. This is the first time that this formula has been included in an arbitration treaty. 
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He saw from the models before him that it was admitted that certain countries might 
not be prepared, even in the case of conciliation conventions, to· sign even a general or world 
convention. He hoped that any such hes~tation would disappe~r, and that. all the Members 
of the League of Nations would shortly sign a general conciliatiOn conventw_n. Under these 
conventions conciliation would be more thoroughly and completely orgamsed than under 
the Covena~t. Why could not all the Members of the League of Nations subscribe to a treaty 
of that kind when all or almost all, had signed or were about to sign the Paris Pact ? 

In this connectio~, be referred to an idea expressed by Mr. Kellogg which he had seen 
in anarticleina review advocating conciliation in preference to arbitration as the truly effective 
method for peacefully settling in~ernational_ disputes. Mr. Kello~g ~ad . raised o~jec~i~ns 
against the arbitration method which they might not share, but wluch, m vie~ ?f ~heir ongm, 
must not be disregarded; on the contrary, he held that the method of conCiliatiOn was the 
ideal one for the peaceful settlement of all international disputes. 

· In conclusion, he felt, at the moment when States had signed or were about to sign the 
multilateral Pact for the Renunciation of War, that the time seemed to be at hand when 
they should at least sign general conciliation conventions. By so doin!!, they would give 
further proof of their genuine desire to foster and consolidate the evolution of opinion which 
was taking place in the world to-day with regard to peace methods. 

l2. Appointment of a Committee to act in Liaison with the First Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee which was to act in liaison with the First 
Committee should consist of M. Motta (Switzerland), M. Guerrero (Salvador) and M. Cassin 
(Fmn~~ ' 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland), while thanking the Chairman, suggested that it would be 
advisable to enlarge the Committee to include five or seven members. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that they were electing a Committee to act in concert 
. with representatives of the First Committee, which in all probability would not appoint 

more than three members. It would, moreover, be advisable not to appoint too large a 
Committee, but he would be guided entirely by the decision of the Committee. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) thought that the First Committee would appoint more than 
three members and that, to avoid discrepancy between the number of representatives of the 
Third Committee and that of the representatives of the First Committee, he suggested the 
additiQn of two colleagues to those who had already been proposed by the Chairman. 

M. SATO (Japan) supported M. Motta's proposal. He congratulated the Chairman on 
the choice of _the thr~e colleagues he had appointed, all of whom were amply qualified to 
carry out their appomted task; but there were other delegates besides who had taken a 
particularly active part in all the work of the Committee. From among these the two other 
members of the Liaison Committee might with advantage be selected. He was not making 
a definite proposal, but left the choice to the discretion of the Chairman. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador) supported M. Motta's proposal, and expressed the desire that 
M. Benes (Czechoslovakia) and M. Politis (Greece), whose presence appeared to him 
ndispensable, should be appointed as members by the Committee. 

. The CHAIRMAN therefore proposed to the Committee that the Liaison Committee should 
1be composed of M. MoTTA, M. GuERRERO, M. CASSIN, M. BENEs and M. PoLITIS. 

The proposal was adopted: 
(The meeting rose at 6.40 p.m.) 

THIRD MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, September 12th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

13. Communication by the Chairman of the First Committee concerning the Liaison Co "tt • • mm1 ee. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that, in view of the fact that they h d · t d 
five members to examine certain questions with the First Committee the Ch ~ appo~n ~ 
First Committee had informed him that M. GAus (or M. voN SIMSON), M H 31.rRan ° t e 
M. DNDEN had been appointed to co-operate with the Committee of Fi~e. · enn OLIN and 

14. General Discussion on the Agenda as a whole (Continuation). 

th CCount. AttPPONYAI (Hb.utngt~ry) saidd she th~ught th~t ~he report submitted to the Committee by 
e omill! ee on r I ra IOn an ecurity was mbmately connected w"th th d · 

armaments. M. Lange's speech and those which had been delivered in th1e A e rbel uctwn ~f 
ssem y made It 
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unnecessary for him to deal at length with this subject in the Committee, but, when the 
Report on Security and Arbitration came to be discussed in the Assembly, he would be 
obliged to speak. 

It was quite comprehensible that so vast a task as the general reduction of armaments 
could not be completed in one day; but they must not mark time. He had the impression that 
at present they were marking time. Countries which were in fin easy position with regard to 
armaments might readily resign themselves to the slowness of this evolution, l1ut not se the 
countries which were now in a humiliating position on account of the unilateral disarmament 
which had been forced upon them. 

It had been rightly said that an atmosphere of confidence was essential for the League. 
It was not sufficient to state this truth; an attempt should be made to bring about a situation 
which would make tranquillity of mind possible. Such tranquillity of mind was impossible 
in countries surrounded by armed States which endeavoured daily to increase their armaments. 
M. Briand had spoken of France, but France's case was more or less unique, Hungary had 
3,000 guns trained on her and was threatened by 500,000 men in arms, whereas she possessed 
not one yard of strategic frontier and had no means of defending herself. That was a morally 
intolerable situation. He would repeat the expression" intolerable ". The increasing bitterness 
resulting from this situation made it necessary for him to be prudent in accepting the proposals 
put forward and he wished to obtain some guarantee that this state of affairs would not 
continue. 

It was important that they should realise the connection between the progress which 
might be miide in the question of the reduction of armaments and the Report on Security 
and Arbitration. Unfortunately, the acceptance of this report by the Assembly would probably 
not carry the reduction of armaments much further. His pessimism was justified by the 
report itself, which frankly admitted " that it was premature to attempt at present to establish 
the connection which ought to exist between the Treaties of assistance and the limitation and 
reduction of armaments ". ·what, then, were they to say of all the other treaties which had 
been submitted to the Committee if the Treaties of mutual assistance could not be connected 
with the question of disarmament ? He strongly desired to see a speeding up of the movement 
towards the reduction of armaments, but he did not feel himself morally bound to accept 
without criticism all that was connected with this subject, since the report itself was pessimistic 
on that very point. 

It was a known fact that the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security was 
connected with the problem of the reducVon of armaments. When the Protocol was being 
prepared in 1924, the object had been to provide States with security so that they might then 
proceed to disarm. The Protocol had failed, and they had endeavoured to establish in its 
place a series of regional conventions providing, one after another, the guarantees of security 
which the Protocol would have given immediately to the whole world. The present situation 
- and this reflection was not inspired by exaggerated national self-esteem or unhealthy 
emotionalism - was that, although under the Locarno Treaties the West of Europe had 
already taken a step forward which they would like to see imitated by all, the same was not 
the case in Central Europe. Hungary was very intimately concerned in this question and 
indeed had often been in the minds of speakers in the course of the discussion; he was 
surprised that they had not thought fit to ask her to .participate in the preliminary work 
connected with the solution of the problem, whereas three neighbouring States had been 
represented. Hungary would have availed herself of this occasion to point out the special 
difficulties of her case, and possibly, by defining these obstacles, she might have indicated the 
means to overcome them. However, there the matter stood. 

He desired to pay a tribute to the work accomplished by the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security; he would be obliged to submit a few objections on various points of detail, 
but thought that the results obtained were noteworthy and, from a technical point of view, 
merited the admiration and approval of the Committee. 

But it was not there that the difficulties lay. If they came to look at the conditions under 
which Hungary would be called upon to conclude conventions with her neighbours, they would 
see that this was not mainly a question of legal formulre. Certain clements of discord and 
misunderstanding, some of them already existing and others to be feared, would have to be 
analysed, and they would have to reach an agreement on certain questions before they could 
attempt, with any hope of success, to elaborate the proposed formulre. He reserved the 
right to address the Assembly itself on this point. Only after certain preliminary 
arrangements had been reached could the model agreements proposed acquire full force ; 
until then, they would be nothing more than empty words. 

One step could, however, be taken and the Hungarian Government was anxious to help, 
as far as it could, to establish that atmosphere of security which the world required. It ":ould 
sign the Optional Clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of InternatiOnal 
Justice, for five years, without any other reservations than those of· reciprocity and 
ratification, which were already implied, this being beyond all doubt. Hungary felt, therefore, 
that she had given to the principle of arbitration all she could give, and hoped that. the 
neighbouring States would do the same. Thus, in the legal sphere, all that the report reqmred, 
and even more, would be achieved. 

With regard to conciliation, he thought the Covenant was sufficient. The Committee 
on Arbitrati6n and Security had hoped to satisfy all needs by ~ubmitti~g its. model 
conventions; he thought, however, that the Committee had not taken mto consideratiOn the 
situation of States which would be perfectly prepared to conclude treaties of arbitration, 

~-
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· b d the provisions of the but would be unable to sign treaties of conciliation gomg eyon . 

Cove;~~:~ were the observations he had felt ob~l_ged to submit_ to the Committee ;:ee Jfs~~~~~~~ 
the Committee t~ note that, ifhh~ ~es~rv~d J~~~~~:~=~~~~~~~~1:~~ef;el~;e; ~;the acceptance 
developed, that did not meant a . e esire · d b events For instance a few 

~~;rae~:tFo~~~o~f~~:s~ec~~~:;~~:; t~~~~~!~ ~~%~~~~se the ~roposed resolution con~erning 
the good offices of the Council. . 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that it had not been his i~tention to. sp~ak at this 
stage for he had hoped first of all to obtain information on a _pomt of SJ?e~Jal mte~est ~o 
hini that is whether and if so in what way, they intended to give emphatic mstrtiwns to 
the Pre ara'to Commission a~d to the Special Commission on the Manufacture o r_ms o 
·go on J.th thJr work. He hoped that later in the debate a reply would be iorthcommg to 
the question. . 

With regard to the question of disarmament, he now merely Wished to recall that part of 
the German Chancellor's speech to the Assembly which contained, not the programme of a 
party, but the programme of the last three Governments which he (tl~e speaker) had ~ad the 
honour of representing on the Preparatory Co~mission and on the Third Committee smce the 
admission of Germany into the League of NatiOns. That p~ogramme, he went on to say, ha~ 
the support of an overwhelming majority of the German nation. The part of the Chancellors 
speech to which he referred was as follows : 

" Germany has never intended to put forw~rd an un~ttainable maximum in her 
demands. From the beginning, she agreed to the Idea that the problem should be solved 
progressively and by stages. The resolution of the previous y~ar, as well as the 
resolution of 1926, which it strengthened, gave a clear and defimte statement of the 
premises necessary to accomplish the first ~tage. Tllis first stage could and ~ust mean 
a material reduction in the present quantity of armaments and that reductiOn should 
cover all the elements of military, naval and air armaments. That stage should also 
include a guarantee for full and entire publication of all sorts of armaments. He urged 
the Assembly, therefore, to decide definitely to convene a first Disarmament Conference 
in order that it could take measures immediately to complete the technical work of the 
Prep;1ratory Commission. " 

If, in the course of the debate, it became evident that there was no intention of giving 
emphatic instructions to ~he Preparatory Commission, he would then p~~bably submi_t certain 
resolutions to the Comrrnttee. There would, moreover, be opportumties of revertmg later 
to other details of the question of disarmament. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) wished to make two observations on Count Apponyi's speech. 
Count Apponyi had quoted, from the report of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
a passage dealing with the connection between Treaties of mutual assistance and the question 
of disarmament, and he had drawn from the passage a conclusion which was wholly at variance 
with the idea pervading the debates of that Committee. The passage quoted had been 
inserted with the intention of emphasising the very clear and well-defined connection between 
the work of the Committee and the Treaties of mutual assistance. This was clearly shown in 
the Minutes of the debates, for the intention was obviously to emphasise the advisability of 
including that question in the scheme for the reduction in armaments. After the discussion, 
there was general agreement that it would be premature to deal with special points and that 
it would be better to keep to general questions. It was at the request of the German delegate 
that no attempt was made to define these ideas more precisely. He went on to say that 
there w~s no justification, therefore, for drawing from the paragraph referred to any pessimistic 
conclusiOn whatever, and he wished to emphasise that point so as to obviate any possibility 
of misunderstanding. 

He also ~esired to ma_ke a further remark on another subject, although he would not 
have done so If the Hunganan delegate had not referred to the situation in Central Europe
a matt~r w~ich also part.icularly _concerned his _own country. He wished to say that, when 
the arbitratiOn and s~cunty tre~ties had been d1s~ussed, no special area had been mentioned. 
In the League of NatiOns, questiOns were dealt With from a universal point of view, and they 
endeavo~red _to fi!ld general arrangements which would be applicable everywhere. When 
any- speci.al situatiOn arose, an attempt was made to apply, as far as possible, principles of 
umversabty and equality. There was no doubt that in some parts of Europe certain 
preliminary_arrangements 'Yere n~cessary _before a general agreement could be reached, but 
h~ was con_vmced that the difficulties m~ntwned by Count Apponyi were not of an insuperable 
kmd, proVIded they were approached With goodwill and in the spirit of the League of Nations. 

, He therefore remained quite optimistic in spite of everything. 
M. PoLITIS (Gre~~e) desire~ to remove a misapprehension which had, he thought, arisen 

from. ~ount Appo~y1 s. quotation of _the followi~g sentence, from the final report of the 
Committee on ArbitratiOn and Secunty, concernmg the work carried out during its three 
sessions : 

·: It is premature to ~ttempt at prese~t to establish the connection which ought 
to exist between the Treaties of mutual assistance and the limitation and reduction of 
armaments. " 
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_This ~ent~nce did, i_ndeed, appear to justify the misgivings expressed by Count Apponyi. 
It ffilght give nse to.the Idea th~t the Committee on Arbitration and Security was not very sure 
whether the conclusiOn of Trea~Ies of mutual assistance would have any effect on the realisation 
of the great reform for which they were striving - the reduction and limitation of 
armaments. 

There were, as a matter of fact, two kinds of connection between the work of the 
Committee on Arbitrat~on _and Secmity and the question of disarmament. ifhe first• was 
fundamen~al and COJ!Stitutwnal. The Committee on Arbitration and Security had in fact 
been appomted to discover further guarantees of secmity which would facilitate the work 
of d_isarmament.. The other connection was accidental. In 1923, the draft Treaty of :Mutual 
Assistance and, m 1924, the Geneva Protocol had already established an intimate connection 
between a State's right to claim assistance and the execution by the said State of obligations 
assumed by it to reduce and limit armaments. 

The spea~er recalled !he f~ct that, in th~ Memorandum which he had that year submitted 
to the Committee on ArbitratiOn and Secunty, he had made the following statement on the 
subject: 

" 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 
(Arlicles 7, 8 and 21, paragraphs 5-8}. 

" It might be Wl'll 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. 

" 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. " 

These two connections- the one constitutional, the other occasional- were completely 
different. It was the second that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had regarded 
as premature. There had been no question of this in the case of the first. 

After having given this necessary explanation, he desired to reply to an argument put 
forward by Count Apponyi. The latter was of opinion that, in order to conclude regional 
agreements between neighbours, it was necessary first of all to settle a number of questions 
which might separate the parties to the probable agreement. On the other hand, the speaker 
thought that the conclusion of a Treaty of mutual assistance and non-aggression would only 
facilitate the solution of such questions by strengthening the feeling of confidence and the 
good neighbourly relations existing between the contracting parties. If the conclusion of 
such treaties -which he thought indispensable if serious progress in disarmament was to be 
made- were to be delayed until all the difficulties had been removed, it was to be feared that 
there would be some time to wait. The work of disarmament would accordingly receive a 
set-baek which would not be attributable to those who asked for guarantees of security before 
limiting their national forces. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) thanked M. Politis for his statements, but he feared that, 
in trying to remove one misunderstanding, M. Politis had created another. 

M. Politis had just said that, in the view of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
the reduction of armaments was conditional upon the conclusion of Treaties of non-aggression 
and of mutual assistance. 

He wished to recall the point of view of his Government, which he had always upheld, 
i.e., that the degree of security afforded by the Covenant itself was sufficient to allow of 
the reduction of armaments. This security might be strengthened in many· ways and, 
in particular, by arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual assistance. Such con
ventions and treaties could, however, only be concluded in a certain political atmosphere 
which did not always exist. But on the basis of the security already existing, certain 
reductions in armaments might be effected. · 

M. SATO (Japan) desired to give certain particulars as to his country's armaments. 
In 1914, there was a land army of about 300,000 men. Immediately after the world war, the 
Japanese Government, acting on its own initiative and supported by public opinion, reduced 
its effectives. At the present moment, the Japanese army consisted of not more than 200,000 
men. For a country which consisted of many islands situated at a considerable distance 
from each other and which had a population of 80 millions, this figure was certainly not 
excessive. 

As regards naval armaments, the Japanese Government had signed the Washington 
Treaty for the limitation of capital ships and aircraft-carriers of large size, and had faithfully 
carried out this treaty. As to the limitation and reduction of auxiliary ships, he would recall 
his country's attitude last year at the Geneva Naval Conference. 

He had referred to these facts because he wished to convince the Committee that there was 
no ulterior motive in what he was going to say and that the Japanese Government sincerely 
desired an equitable limitation of armaments as soon as possible. 

M. Lange yesterday expressed the opinion that the reduction of armaments could not 
be brought about by the stroke of a magic wand, but they must be content with a limitat!on 
to start with. The Japanese delegation was entirely of this opinion. It was no us~ atte.mptmg 
the impossible; they must he wise and progress by slow and sure stages. The mam thmg was 
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to achieve practical results, and if they could short~y co~e to a~reement f?{ li~ii~n~o~~~ 
armaments of each country to the minimum compatible wrth natwnal sec;urr y, 
already be an appreciable step. In a few years it might perhaps be possrble to convene a 
second Conference to follow up this first move. . ld d bt 

During the period which would elapse between these two Conferences rt wou no m~ 
be advisable, as M. Lange suggested, to set up a permanent committee to study the questiOn 
of armaments in every country. . . . . · · f th 

The same method of progressive realisatiOn mrght be applied to the supervrsron o_ e 
manufacture of arms and ammunition ·and implement~ of war .. vyilatever had been sard on 
the subject, the results already obtained by the Sp~cral_ Commrsswn on the M~nuf~cture of 
Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War were f~rrly Important, and the mar~ drffe~ences 
of opinion which had existed up to the last meetm~ han been re~oved. He1e, as m ~he 
question of disarmament, it was necessary to h~ satrsfied at ~rst wrth modest but practical 
results, leaving to the future the task of completmg the work m gradual stages. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador) said he had been induced to rise by _M. Sato's remark~ on the 
private manufacture of arms. He did not think that the questiOn of the reduction and 
limitation of armaments should be left to the Powers most directly interested, for this question, 
like peace, was of general interest; the delegates. of the smaller c~untries must b~ given the 
chance of contributing their humble share to thrs ~reat work. 1hey nee~ not grve way to 
pessimism on this point. There was a direct relatiOn between the reduc_tron of arma~ents 
and arbitration and security, and that was the reason w~y last yea; a Commrttee was, appom~ed 
to consider these last two questions. They must awart the vanous Govern_ments receptiOn 
of that Committee's proposals in order to see what could be done next m the way of a 
limitation of armaments. 

M. Sato ascribed equal importance to the question of the private manufacture of arms 
and that of the limitation of armaments, but if the latter was a complex matter and they 
were bound to go slowly, the former was much easier of solution. They already had an 
obligation in the Covenant of the League under Article 8, and a further obligation assumed 
when the Convention on the International Trade in Arms "'as concluded. A Committee was 
appointed to prepare a draft_ convention. A~ its first session it was agreed that supervisi~n 
by licence should be established for the pnvate manufacture of arms, and that certam 
information should be published relating to the number, weight and value of all the 
implements of war manufactured by private concerns and Government arsenals. They would 
surely be justified in asking for this information. · 

A few days ago, they had met again with the object of preparing a single draft, but they 
had then found themselves faced with insuperable obstacles. Certain Powers would not 
consent to the publication of anything more than the value of war material. This item by 
itself, however, was practically useless, for the value might be reckoned in different ways; 
it might be either the cost price or the market price. He thought that they had taken a 
retrograde step. The Special Commission had found itself in the position of having to present 
a really pessimistic report, and the speaker wondered what was to happen now. Were they 
to report to the Assembly that they could not agree, and that there were fundamental 
differences between the various points of view 'l The question had long been under 
consideration and there were a whole series of very definite Council and Assembly resolutions 
concerning it. They could not set about convening an international conference unless there 
was a hope of it being~ succe:;s. The public would he discouraged if, after so long, it was told 
that agreement was rmpossrble. Accordingly, the speaker felt he must appeal to those 
Powers "'hich had opposed the contemplated agreement in the Special Commission, and beg 
them to take a step forward so that it might be possible to submit a new draft convention. 
With this in view, he had ventured to propose a draft resolution to the Assembly. 

Count APPONY~ (Hungary) felt bound to make some comments on the last speech. 
M. Gu~rrero had sard that the Mem_ber~_of the Le_agu~ were bound, in regard to the general 
reductiOn of armaments, by the obligatiOn embodied m Article 8 of the Covenant· that was 
true, but ~he~e was al~o an obligati?I~ under the Peace Treaties. These were imp~sed upon 
the vanqmshed countnes as a transrtwnal measure --- a unilateral disarmament to facilitate 
general_disarmament ... This obl_igation applied to all signatories of the Treaties. In spite 
of ~he ~Is tressed co~dibon to whrch Hungary w~~ re_duce?, sh~ would not haYe _signed a treaty 
whrch rmposed per manen~ly her present humrliatmg situation, that of a disarmed nation 
surrounded by armed natwns. She had only signed because it had been a question of a 
transitional measure. 

1\f. P~uL-BoNcoun (~ranc~) felt that it was. more expedient for him to wait until they 
cam~ to ~rscuss the defirute poi!lts_ on the C?mmrttee's agenda. The French delegation had 
defimte VIews and he res_erved hrs ngh~ to bnng before the Assembly such reflections as might 
su&gest themselv~s to hrm on the ~ubject of _the resolutions for the reduction of armaments 
which the Committee would certamly submrt. He _wou~d take that opportunity of saying 
what he thought, not only ~f t~e p~esent_stat~ of affarrs wrth regard to disarmament, but also 
oft~~ hopes _and fears to which rt mr~ht grve nse. At any rate, he would justify the consistent 
positron whrch the_ French delegatiOn had taken up throughout the work. 

The speaker wrshed, however, to say at once that he was almost painfully anxious that 
they should reach what must be a practical outcome of the year's work Whatever the value 
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and necessit:y of that work, it would be summed up in a date. On this point he was in full 
agreement With the delegate of Germany, a fact which must not surprise that gentleman, since 
it had already happened before, as Count BernstoriT himself had observed with some solemnity 
at the :March session, and it would happen again. The main thing was that they should fix 
the date when the Preparatory Commission was to meet, and that this time it should be the 
right meeting. 

Count Berns tor !I had spoken of an imperative resolution, but perhaps this expressio1T was 
hardly suitable in the relations of the Third Committee and the Preparatory Commission. 
It would be well for the Third Committee simply to make a recommendation. That did not 
mean that, fundamentally, he was not in agreement with the German delegate; he wished that 
the recommendation should be so clear and express so unanimous a desire that the President 
of the Preparatory Commission, who alone was authorised to fix the date, would certainly 
take account of it. Only they must, so far as possible, be assured of a successful issue. It 
was impossible to go on trying the patience of the public as hitherto, and so important a 
Commission could not meet this time without accomplishing what was its real object, and 
moreover its only object, namely, to pave the way for the Conference by drawing up a 
preliminary draft convention. It was extremely desirable that this draft should be framed 
at the next session and that the session should be held at a very early date. 

While desirous, by his own abstention, to help the Committee to get through its work 
quickly, the speaker felt bound to tell them what he thought of certain opinions expressed 
during the discussion. The one which had most struck him, for it concerned a deep conviction 
of his own as well as the consistent position of the French delegation, was that put forward 
by Count Apponyi. 

The French delegate had thought it best to leave the answer to those members of the 
Committee best qualified to give it, namely, l\1. Benes and l\1. Politis, Chairman and Rapporteur 
of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. They had replied so clearly to Count Apponyi 
that there would be no doubt left in his mind as to the real meaning of the passage that had 
alarmed him. If that passage had had the meaning which the Hungarian delegate seemed 
to attribute to it, the speaker would not have approved the report, but- and his recollection 
of that point had been refreshed by the previous speakers - the intention of the passage 
complained of had been, on the contrary, to create the necessary link between security and 
the reduction of armaments. 

M. von Simson, the degate of Germany, need not be afraid that this would in any way 
alter the programme before the Committee, which was to accomplish the first stage, and that 
still remained the same. 

It was probably futile to renew the same old controversies at each meeting. The 
delegates' conceptions of the relation between security and the reduction of armaments 
varied. Anyone with a good memory who constantly attended the Committee's meetings 
could guess what each one of them was going to say before he spoke. But action dominated 
these controversies, and it was action that led to results. " In the beginning was action ", 
and, far more than theory, it was action that reconciled conflicting views and made 
fulfilment possible. Tile French delegation in 1925 had taken the initiative in instituting 
the Preparatory Commission, and in so doing it was true to its conceptions. The Covenant, 
though it had created a favourable atmosphere, had not appeared to be precise enough to 
bring about disarmament. The Protocol was intended to provide the necessary clearness. 
But in 1925 it was set aside- for the time being only, that was certain- and the speaker 
would never cease fighting for it. The Locarno Agreements, then on the point of conclusion, 
were destined to apply the principle of the Protocol to a considerable area of Europe and 
show the connection between security and the reduction of armaments. The preparatory 
work for disarmament had begun on the basis of the Locarno articles and the reduction of 
armaments already imposed on certain countries by the Treaties of Peace. 

They must not, then, the speaker concluded, juggle with words. Even now, while they 
were seeking a fresh guarantee of security, a partial reduction of armaments should be made 
on the basis of the partial security at present existing. In the light of that statement, Count 
Apponyi might judge whether those who had approved the passage which had momentarily 
alarmed him had ever thought of giving it the meaning attributed to it by the delegate of 
Hungary. 

The work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security had one great advantage : 
it had indicated the wise method which had been adopted, a method which one of the most 
passionate adherents and oldest protagonists of the reduction of armaments, M. Lange, had 
unconditionally approved in a very fine speech. This method was to proceed gradually 
and by stages, and, indeed, no other method was possible. The French delegate recalled, 
moreover, that Count BernstoriT. in his. turn, had declared that his own country took the same 
view. This proved that, notwithstanding all theoretical differences, a practical ground could 
be found where it was possible to work in common and, false humility apart, the men who 
drafted the various model treaties could boast of having done useful work. 

It was tme that all the work had been on paper, but when the papers had been approved 
by the Assembly, they would pass into the sphere of politics. Then, perhaps, th~ delegate 
of France might find himself opposed to Count Apponyi when it came to the questiOn. of the 
good ~ffices of th~ Council. Fo; the aut~ors of the ?rafts i~ questi_on had not the slightest 
intention of allowmg them to he useless many archives or many library, however fine. By 
their efforts the authors of these drafts would have helped to clear and strengthen the 
atmosphere of security- relatjve only,Jmt real all the same- which even now existed. And 
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this beginning would make it possible to achieve successful results on the definite lines laid 
down and prepare the way for the next stages. . 

There must be a first stage, however, and for the time being he was concentrati~~l~n~a 
on that. ·But his ideas on the subject might be mor~ seas?nable and more cle~~\v~~ld h~ve 
when the actual work of disarmament came up for discussiOn; then, perhap~, t t II th 
some further remarks to make. He had only wished on th~ present occ~swn ° e em 
what he felt about certain stat~ments which had been made m the Committee. 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire) expressed doubt as to the wisdom of fixing a ~efinite 
date for the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission. He felt. compel_led to disagree 
with M. Paul-Boncour on that point, because. it. created. a. ba~ ImpressiOn when t~at 
Commission met merely to adjouru after a short sittmg, and .It mevitably gave to the outside 
world the impression of some want of eagerness or of capacity .on the pa_rt of those engaged 
in the work. He could not believe that any member of the Third Commit!ee harboured ~ny 
real suspicion that the members of the Preparat?ry Co!llm_ission wer~ dehberatel.Y del~ymg 
the work, and, this being so, he could see no possible obJectiOn to leavmg to the discretion of 
the President the decision as to the time when the work should proceed. 

He desired to remind his hearers that the present adjo_urnment took ~lace o!l_the motion 
of the rcpresentalivc of the United States, who was acting m the best possi~le spmt, and who 
pointed out that, if a meeting was fixed for May 1st, o~· Octo·ber 1st, the vanou.s Governmen.ts 
must bring their experts to Geneva, some of them havmg to make a very long Journey, an~ If, 
on arriving, they found that, owing to the difficulty of reaching: an agreement on some J?Olllt, 
it was necessary to adjourn, all their labour and the expense mcurred would be practically 
thrown away. 

The question of an agreement upon international disarmament was, as he had endeavoured 
to show in the plenary session, beset with very serious difficulties. Those who had had 
experience of committee work knew how difficult it was to get a large measure o~ agr~ement 
between a number of different minds, even when those concerned were of one natwnn.hty and 
were dealing with matters of comparatively minor importance. How much more difficult 
must it be, therefore, when the Committee consisted of representatives of a number of different 
nations and dealt with matters of vital importance to the nations concerned. To his mind, no 
surprise ought to be felt that a complete agreement had not yet been arrived at. On the 
contrary, it appeared to him perfectly miraculou~ in the circumstances that so large a measure 
of agreement had been achieved. He wished to implore the Committee not to despair, not to 
display impatience, and, above all, to take no step which could be construed as implying want 
of good faith on the part of those who were endeavouring to do the work. 

It was well known that one of the main difficulties with which the work had been 
confronted was a difficulty between the French and British Governments over the principle 
underlying disarmament at sea. As soon as that divergence of view became apparent, the 
two countries tricrl to reconcile their differences. In view of some recent puhlic criticism, he 
desired to emphasise why it was that those two Governments had endeavoured to agree. All 
sorts of ulterior motives had been attributed to both parties, but this simply showed that the 
critics had not considered that that endeavour to reach agreement had arisen out of the work 
of the Preparatory Commission. The documents selecled as the basis of its discussion were 
two draft conventions, one brought forward by the British Government and the other by the 
French Government, anr! the discussion endeavoured to produce an agreed text from the two 
rival d;~fts, both of wnich had found a certain amount of support, and that explained why 
the British and the French Governments were those which got into negotiation. If those 
Governments were wrong in that procedure, he would like someone to tell him by what other 
methods they c·ould proceed. The discussions in the Commissions as a whole had not resulted 
ii~ an ~greement. The whole work had been heid up and delays caused because in open 
discussiOn they had not been able to agree upon a text. Therefore in spite of all that had 
been s.aid, he could_ not i~agi_ne by ~hat better method they could have proceeded than that 
of trymg to reconcile their vie\\S With the French. It had had a certain measure of success 
up to the present. They had got their experts into consultation on each side and they 
hammerer! out t~e points ~n. which t~e_re _was a difference of opinion to see whether there was 
room for concessiOn. A spmt of conciliatiOn had been shown with the result that thev arrived 
a.t a compromise. It did not, of course, fully represent the' views of both parties, since one 
side co~l? not ex~cct, when there. were divergent views of that sort, to get all its o-wn way. 
The Bntish ~ad given up somethm~ and the French Government had given up something, 
and they arnved at a perfectly amicable settlement on that particular point. It would be 
!le~essa~y, of course, to submit it to all other ·parties concerned, but unfortunately 
mtlmatwns had reached t~em that the compromis~ arrived at might be extremely distasteful 
to some of the other parties concerned who were just as well entitled to have their opinions 
represented. Therefore, although the accord with the French had certainly given them a 
larg~ step forward, he would be too ~old if he were to pronounce at the present moment that 
all difficul~y was at an end and that, If they were called upon to settle a definite date for their 
next meetmg, they would be able to go straight forward and sign an agreed convention. 

On the question of date, there were certain considerations which he wished to submit to 
t~e C?mmittee. ~~i might, !f they followed the i.ml?atience expre~sed in the public Press, 
feel disposed to say . Well, tlus Preparatory. CommissiOn ha<l been dtlly-dallying and has not 
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done anything very much yet; let us fix an early date- October, November or December "; 
but he wished to remind the Committee that all the work they did there was unavoidably 
connec_ted in some way with domestic politics in the countries they represented. Two 
countnes had recently gone through the disturbing factors of a General Election- Germany 
and France -and other countries had elections coming on. Those sorts of events could not be 
safely left al~ogethcr out of account wl_1en considering _a Confe_rence. between r,eJ.lresentatives 
of all the natwns called upon to deal With matters of vital natwnal mterest. I hey wen! not 
matters he wished to discuss, but he thought that a \Vise President of a Commission like 
the Preparatory Commission would not be likely to leave them out of account, and probably 
he would be able to get information from various sources which would enable him to choose a 
prudent moment for ·th~ continuation of their work. Therefore, whilst he entirely agreed with 
M. Paul-Boncour in spirit (he was entirely in favour of a resumption of their work at the 
earliest possible moment), he had not enough information to say when he thought that moment 
should be, and he strongly deprecated the idea of fixing a definite date in that Committee 
where they had not the necessary information to enable them to judge of the most prudent 
moment. 

\Vith regard to the larger and more general·question of disarmament, he had expressed 
his views on this subject at some length the previous day in the plenary session ot the Assembly, 
and had not much to add. He had pointed out that the British Government, altogether 
outside the work of the Preparatory Commission, had already of its own motion carried out 
a very considerable measure of disarmament since the formation of the League, and that 
process was going on. There was no Government which, from every point of view, was more 
sincerely anxious to carry out to the greatest possible extent consistent with the conditions 
laid down in the Covenant itself the process of disarmament than the British Government. 
In England it was a byword that peace was their greatest interest. There certainly was no 
country in the world whose material interests were more damaged by war, or even menaced 
by the very thought of war, than were the great commercial interests which the British 
Government had under its charge. Therefore, altogether apart from the question of ideals, 
which were higher than any material interests, from a mere selfish standpoint of material, 
commercial and financial interests, there was no nation which would make greater sacrifices 
or greater eiTorts to avoid the abomination of war than the Government he represented. 
He would, however, be extremely sorry to represent his Government as moved exclusively, or 
even mainly, by material considerations. His Government recognised as clearly as any 
nation represented at Geneva the great moral force of the world which was moving in the 
direction of the outlawing and denunciation of war and the establishment of peace as the 
normal conditions. They recognised that as a great moral duty, and whether the actual 
work of the Preparatory Commission reached its fulfilment in the month of January, 
February or March, or whenever it might be, it was a matter to him of comparatively minor 
importance, since he kne'" that, whether armaments were more limited or less for the 
moment, war was every day becoming more unthinkable than it had ever been before among 
the civilised nations represented there. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) asked M. Guerrero to explain the draft resolution alluded 
to, as he did not know it. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that a reference to the document in question would be found 
under Item III of the Committee's agenda. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that he wished to make a few observations, based on 
facts, to the Committee. 

Several members had passed severe and pessimistic judgment on the work carried out 
during the year in the matter of disarmament, but he himself thought that they could record 
real progress in this sphere. Since the Assembly had recognised that disarmament was 
bound up with security, it must be admitted that the work carried out in framing Treaties 
of non-aggression, conciliation and arbitration had been of considerable value to the 
Committee, and was therefore a source of satisfaction. 

Moreover, the Preparatory Commission itself had exhaustively studied the problem of 
disarmament. Now, for a question to be solved, it had first to be carefully considered and 
the difficulties involved in it appreciated. The Committee now had before it a definite 
draft and it knew what the various Governments thought of the suggestions on which it had 
been found impossible to reach a unanimous agreement. . 

He thought that, if progress was to be made, it would be wise to be content With 
incomplete results; these might be improved later. 

In order to succeed, two equally dangerous tendencies must be guarded against - the 
desire to obtain complete success immediately, and the desire to remove all difficulties by 
solutions of the problem which, while appearing very simple, nevertheless had great 
disadvantages. · . . . 

The Italian delegation was prepared to accept forthwith any reductiOns which m1~ht be 
thought desirable, but on condition that these reductions would lead to a levelling of 
armaments, for this would increase the feeling of security in every country. _ . 

He agreed with the resolutions proposed by the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty, 
subject to any amendments which might be subsequently introduced as a result of legal 
examination. 

With regard to the meeting of the Preparatory Commission, it was to be hoped that it 
might be fixed for an early date, but he shared the fears of Lord Cushendun that the 
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. . b the same difficulties which had pre':ented 
Commission might find rtself confronted Y It for this reason that he consrdered 
agreement being reached at the .last sessiod flwa; cement had been reached regarding 
that the Commission should .n?t be ~onv~n~ un 1 d at{at it should be left to the President 
the serious divergences of opmiOn still ex!stmg, ~n . bl 
to convene the Commission when he consrdered rt desrra e. . 

M P (s . ) said that he wished to express the satisfaction of the Spamsh 
• DE \'\.LACIOS par!! C •tt e after two years' absence. 

delegation in participating m the ~vor~ of the ommr e 1 ad been steadily growing in the 
He thought that the determmatiOn to secure peac~ 1. moral disarmament. It was 

various countries and that real progress had been rna ~e~l!ally but it seemed that every 
certainly more difficult to achieve the .sa~e progress rna 1 • 

day a step was made towards the g?al m fvrehw. d t but loyal co-operation of the Spanish 
He wished to assure the Commrttee o t e mo es 

delegation. 

(The general discussion was closed.) 

15. Agenda of the following 1\Ieeting. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed the following agenda for the next meeting : 

Communications of the League of Nations in Times of Emergency : Establishment 
of a Radio-telegraphic Station. 

Appointment of Rapporteurs. 
Examination of Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant (Memorandum by M. Rutgers). 
Draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms. 

The proposal was adopted. 
(The Committee rose at 6.40 p.m.) 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, September 13th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Count CARTON DE WrART (Belgium). 

16. Letter from the Chairman of the Fourth Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter from the Chairman of the Fourth Committee : 

" I have the honour to inform you that the Fourth Committee, at its fourth meeting, 
held on Wednesday, September 12th, adopted the following resolution: 

"'The Fourth Committee, having examined the draft budget for 1929 and 
noted the rapid increase in the credits demanded, which at present represents 
about 9 per cent as compared with the 1928 budget, draws the special attention 
of the other Assembly Committees to this position at the moment when they are 
about to consider the work contemplated for the League, and asks them to bear 
in mind the necessity for a reasonable limitation of the expenditure of the League. 

" ' Similarly, the Fourth Committee requests the other Committees to revise 
the programme of Conferences for which provision is made for 1929 and to limit 
them to those which cannot be postponed till 1930 and, more generally, to examine 
especially the budgets of the Economic Organisation and the Transit Organisation, 
of the opium and humanitarian activities and of codification of international law, 
and to make proposals for restricting expenditure, and to suggest any other direction 
in which economy can be effected, taking account particularly of the effect that the 
new tasks may have on the increase of the permanent staff. ' " 

The Chairman added that, with regard to the reduction of armaments item, the budget 
for the ensuing year showed a slight decrease, and that the estimates for forthcoming 
conferences were the same as in previous years. 

17. Communications of the League in Times of Emergeney : · Establishment of a Radio
Telegraphic Station : Constitution of a Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded members of the Committee that they had received a number 
of documents on this question. The first thing to do, he thought, was to consider whether 
it was desirable that such a station should be established in order to ensure direct and 
continuous communication with other countries; after which they should examine the various 
suggested methods of carrying the proposal into effect. 
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He observed that M. Haas, Chief of the Transit Section of the Secretariat, would be 
ready to furnish the Committee with any technical details that might be desired. 

1\! .. MoTTA (Switzerland) regretted that pressure of work had prevented him from 
submittmg a ~eport, as he would have liked to do. He hoped to be able to give in a few 
words an outline of the problem as the Swiss Government saw it. The idea at the bottom 
of the whole question was that it was desirable that the Lcaoue should have a wireless 
telegr:'lph station at Genev~ in times of emergency. The Co~mittee on Arbitration and 
Secur~ty had urged that this was necessary, and the necessity had not been questioned. 
In p~mt of fact, it was imp?rtant only in times of emergency, and there were two possible 
solutiOns. On one theory, If the League was to have a station in times of emergency, it 
must have one in ordinary times; on the other theory, on which the Swiss Government had 
been working, the station would be established by the Swiss Confederation, which would 
operate it in ordinary times and would transfer it to the sole control of the League of Nations 
when necessary, under certain safeguards which he was about to mention. 

A technical discussion would be out of place, and in any case he was not competent 
to enter upon it. He had secured the assistance of the Swiss Director-General of Posts 
and Telegraphs, who would be able to furnish the Committee with any necessary explanations. 

There existed two fundamental facts which he d~d not think anybody could call in 
question. The first was that, if the League wished to build the station itself, a very 
considerable outlay would be entailed. They would need a medium-wave transmitting 
station for Europe, and two short-wave stations - one for communications with the Far 
East and the other for communications with South America. Such a station would cost 
about two million Swiss francs to build. 

If, on the other hand, the station were operated by the Confederation or by the Societe 
Radio-Suisse, in which the Confederation had a controlling interest, working expenses would 
certainly be considerable, and would have to be borne in part by the League, since the station 
would have been built chiefly for the League's benefit; but the cost to the League of a 
station of its own would be at least twice as much - experts had mentioned a figure 
of 400,000 francs per annum- and, of course, that figure would have to appear in the budget 
year after year. 

If the station were operated in ordinary times by the Societe Radio-Suisse, it would 
be in a state of efficiency if ever an emergency arose; but emergencies were exceptional, and 
the League's traffic in ordinary times would not be very great (for obviously Switzerland 
could not transfer to it some of her own ordinary traffic), so that, if the League itself operated 
the station, the latter might not prove to be efficient when it was wanted. Thus, both 
financially and technically, the Swiss Government's solution was in harmony with the plain 
interests of the League. . 

The Federal Government had made this proposal as a testimony of its desire to aid the 
League to achieve its high purposes, and he hoped that anybody who wished to discuss the 
question would bear that fact in mind. He made that remark because he was now about 
to touch upon a much more delicate aspect of the question, on which he trusted nobody 
would disagree with him. He owed it to himself to explain his attitude frankly and honestly. 

The erection of a wireless telegraph station, whether independent, or Swiss and placed 
under League control in times of emergency, raised a delicate political problem for the 
Confederation. Every country was to some extent responsible for what went on in its 
territory, and that principle applied just as much to a wireless station as to any other 
premises coming under the territorial sovereignty of a State. It was therefore by no means 
unimportant to the Swiss Government to know under what conditions the station would 
operate. There were also motives connected with national defence and with the international 
status of the Confederation, whose perpetual neutrality had been once more defined and 
established in February 1920 by a solemn declaration on the part of the Council of the 
League. 

Keeping all eventualities in mind, the Federal Government had necessarily felt some 
hesitation, and it had raised an initial problem as to which there could be no kind of doubt. 
The League buildings, the projected wireless station, and everything directly or indirectly 
connected with the League's work which was attached to Swiss soil were thereby a portion 
of the national property, subject, of course, to the restrictions laid down by international 
law. The police or military pr?tection of the League premises was a ma_tt~~ for Switzer!a!ld. 
He desired to point out that It was she herself who took the responsibility for prov1dmg 
protection, with her own resources, which she considered adequate, for the buildings of _the 
League, and would consequently also be responsible for protecting the wireless statwn. 
She could not consent to her soil being defended by any other than Swiss forces; here 
honour was at stake and she could not forgo the responsibility. . 

In times of emergency, however, it was possible that things might happen at the Wireless 
station of which it would be vitally important for the Confederation to have knowledge, 
and the Confederation could see only one way of avoiding collision or contradiction. That 
was that the League and the Confederation should display their confidence jn each other by 
treating each other with the utmost respect and the most perfect understandmg. 

Hence the Confederation had asked, and still asked, that in times of crisis she should 
have an observer at Geneva attached to the wireless telegraph station. This was a requirement 
on which she must insist - he excused himself for such categorical language, but they 
expressed his Government's intentions, which were in accordance with law and justice. 
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Naturally the Federal Government had no intention of abusing this si~ua.tion inf ~y 
way, but it d~sired to have at Geneva an o~server, a _liais?n officer, a commJsswne~ 0 Th: 
Swiss Government - call it what you Will, the thing Itself was what mattereh · t 
Confederation did not claim to have a right of veto, but it wished to know w a was 
happening, because the vital interests of the country might be involved. . f rd 

Further he continued, the Confederation, asked the League .of Natwns to sa ~gua. 
it ih the foliowing circumstances. Although . t~e League o! NatiOns would be . actmg m 
entire good faith, it was possible that the acti':·1ty of_ the _wireless telegraph st~~IOn ':v~uld 
not be in all respects in harmony with the duties whic~, m the Federal CounCil. s opmw!l, 
were incumbent on the Swiss State, and it was also poss1ble that the country whi~h was m 
conflict with the League of Nations or the States composing it might draw ~o_n.cluswns from 
the wireless station's activity involving Switzerland's inter':ational responsib!hty. 

Switzerland therefore asked that, for the peace of mmd of her Government and. ~er 
people, it should be solemnly and unanimously acknowledged ~nd declared that the achv!ty 
of the telegraphic station in times of emergency should not be Imputed to the ConfederatiOn 
as involving its international responsibility. . 

The fundamentals of the problem being thus laid down, the speaker ~oped that It would 
be recognised that, in making this offer, the Swiss Government had d.esired to perform a_n 
act of co-operation with and friendliness towards the League of Natwns. He thou~ht It 
would be in the League's interest to declare that !n principle t?e installation .of a Wirel~ss 
telegraphic station at Geneva by the ConfederatiOn was considered useful, .Its operat~on 
being entrusted in normal times to the Swiss Administration, formally recogmsed and Wit_h 
very liberal rights of priority for the League of Nations, while in tim~s of eme~gency this 
operation would pass directly into the hands of the League of Natwns, subJect to the 
conditions which he had just outlined. 

In conclusion, he expressed the hope that a discussion on this subject would folio~. 
The Committee might appoint a special committee to make a preliminary study o~ els~, If 
it had been sufficiently enlightened by what its members had read and heard, It m1ght 
confine itself to appointing a Rapporteur. He would accept whatever procedure was preferred, 
and if a Rapporteur was appointed, the Swiss delegation would be very happy to contribute 
to the solution of this important League problem by giving him every assistance in its power. 

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said he understood that the Committee had been 
called upon in the first place to deal with the principle of the matter and therefore he would 
endeavour to confine himself to that. He had no doubt that, if the League could have at 
its disposal a wireless station of its own, or if, under the other suggestion, it could have special 
facilities for communicating with its Members, at no cost to itself, they would all support 
such a proposal. But in this case he thought they had to examine the proposals that had 
been made by weighing the value of the facilities against their cost. On the question of 
principle, he remembered that the proposal originated with a suggestion made by the French 
delegation at one of the first sittings of the Preparatory Commission as one of a number of 
suggestions for facilitating and making as rapid as possible the summoning of the Council 
in a time of crisis. He reminded the Committee of an incident which had already occurred 
necessitating the rapid calling together of the Council. He thought the present proposal 
had been made with a view to taking some precaution against a crisis of greater magnitude 
when it might be necessary to contemplate that the whole of the system of European 
communications would be in a state of confusion. He hoped that that was a remote and 
hyp~t~~tical cas~. The Council,. howe've;, agreed that it might be useful to study the 
possibJ_hty of takmg so_me precautions .agamst such an eventuality, and his Government was 
m entire sympathy 'Yith the. sugg~stwn. If i.t was a practical suggestion, he thought it 
deserved purely practical c~ns1derab~n. He bnefly outlined the history of the case, referring 
to th~ report by the Com~mttee appomted by the Council, with regard to which, when it was 
submitted to the Council last June, Sir Austen Chamberlain drew attention to the fact 
~ha~, although th_e report showed that it was a technical possibility to erect such a station, 
It d1~ not ~eal With an~ther ~spect .of the case, namely, that it did not show clearly that a 
sp~c1al s~atl?n operat.e? m ordmar_y times c~uld have sufficient traffic to enable it to be entirely 
reliable m tJme of c~JsJs. A Spectal Comt;mttee was already in existence for examining these 
other aspects and Str .Austen Chal!lberlam suggested that the Special Committee should be 
reques~ed t~ pay particular attentwn t~ the aspect he referred to, and to consider whether 
the. ~~Ject ~tmed at wo~Id. be b~tter achieved by a special station or by arranging for special 
faCJhtles With some ~xistmg Wireless station. Shortly afterwards, the Swiss Government 
made the offer to whJCh M. Mot~ had referred and the Special Committee met in July after 
the offer had been made, when It had .two alt~rnative schemes before it. In the first place, 
there was a scheme for a ~e~gne statwn, Which was very costly, and certainly the British 
Government were of. the opim?n that the. benefits to be derived from it could not justify the 
exp_en~e. The Special Committee e~ammed both schemes, and in regard to the first the 
m~J?nty _of the experts. on the Committe~ expressed the opinion that it was feasible, but the 
Bntlsh expert had to d1ssent froll?- that VIew, and he made a reservation to the effect that he 
~o~ld ';lot agree. t_hat such a statwn would be able to carry out the work contemplated for 
It I~ time. of cnsis. Mr. Cadogan therefore hoped that the question of a separate League 
statw.n might for the moment be ruled out of ~onsideration. The Special Committee also 
exaffiltnedltthhe ahrrandge~tt~nt pthropto~edt.by thfe S~~ss Government, and there again the British 
exper , a . oug a ffil mg a m rme o cnsrs such a station would prob bl b bl t 
work efficiently, nevertheless expressed the opinion that the difficulty at ~uch ae t~m~ 0~ 
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establishing communication on short waves with numerous distant countries would be very 
great. Mr. ~adogan feared that even that scheme would involve the League in considerable 
~xpe_nse. His G?ver~ment .~ere perhaps optimistic, but they were not convinced of the 
hkehhood of a sit!!ati?n an_smg where special wireless communication would be the only 
m_eans of commumcatm~ With the outer world. For one thing, they were not sure that 
Wirel~ss was the_ m~st smtable form of transmission and they did not think that the League, 
especially at this time, would be justified in adding to its financial commitments. In • his 
col!ntrr there was very ~evere criticism of League expenditure, and the League was now, 
qmte n~htly, contemp!atmg spending large sums of money on buildings which also gave rise 
to facet~ous comments m Great Britain. Therefore he did not think the moment was opportune 
for addmg to the expenses of the League with a view to providing somethincr which some 
people would say was a simple luxury. o 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France) felt that, since the original proposal came from the French 
delegation, he must endeavour to recall the state of mind which prevailed at the time when 
this suggestion was put forward. 

A Committee of the Council had been established in order to consider whether the articles 
of the Covenant and the methods of applying them offered possibilities of defining and 
expediting the action the League of Nations must take in emergencies. In the course of 
this investigationit was found necessary to consider the material means at the Council's 
disposal by which it could communicate its decisions. He would recall the fact that in one 
dispute, which the League of Nations was fortunately able to stop, this happy result was 
only achieved thanks to the speed with which it was possible to convene the Council. If 
only they could be certain that the position would always be like this, there would be no 
need to concern themselves with the consideration of the material means of communication, 
either for summoning the Council or for Members to proceed to the meeting or for 
communicating the decisions adopted. 

When making forecasts, however, it was advisable to adopt a pessimistic attitude, for 
the League of Nations must aiin at never being taken unawares. They must reckon with 
the possibility that, if ever a large State should decide to take upon itself the appalling 
responsibility of an aggression, in this new atmosphere created by the League of Nations, 
such a State would doubtless endeavour to secure all possible advantages and, in consequence, 
means of communication and news transmission might be subject to certain disturbances 
which would place the Council in a somewhat awkward position. 

For this reason they had decided to go very thoroughly into this question of the material 
means of communication and transmission. This enquiry, carried out by the Organisation 
for Communications and Transit, had furnished extremely valuable technical information. 

It appeared that the means of communication which, to all appearance, offered the 
greatest independence might nevertheless stand at a serious disadvantage in so far as the 
League was concerned because they were controlled by private companies or belonged to 
certain States. It was therefore desirable that the League of Nations should possess its 
own means of transmission by wireless telegraphy. 

He did not in any way deny that the misgivings regarding the financial aspect of the 
question which the British delegate had expressed were legitimate, and that they should be 
given due weight. . 

In any case, they must thank the Government of the Swiss Confederation for the new 
offer which it had been good enough to make through its representative, and for its assurance 
that the Swiss Government would itself be responsible for the safety of the means of 
communication and the buildings. 

The considerations advanced by the representative of the Swiss Confederation should 
certainly be carefully examined, and the speaker thought that, in view of the seriousness of 
certain measures which the problem thus raised as it now stood might necessitate, it would 
be advisable to refer its consideration to a small committee, on which the Fourth 
Committee would be represented. 

The speaker did not desire to make any definite proposal to this effect. He wished, 
however, to state that he still maintained the opinion that he had held at the time. when the 
French delegation had made the original proposal, and at the same time he desired to stress 
that the remarks made by the representative of the Swiss Confederation, which deserved 
earnest consideration, naturally suggested the setting up of a committee to examine this problem. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador) wondered whether the question of principle really arose at 
the present time, for the matter hnd been thoroughly investigated by the Committee for 
Communications and Transit and was the subject of several reports to the Council and of 
a unanimous resolution adopted by the last Assembly. · . 

Financial considerations should not be allowed to stand in the way when it was a question 
of ensuring peace; it would have been regrettable if reasons of this kind had prevented the 
creation of the League of Nations. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) noted that the honourable representative of Salvador thou_ght t~at 
the question of principle had been settled by a reso!ution of the last A_ssembly; t~e discussi?n 
which had just taken place proved, however, that It was extremely difficult to give a defimte 
reply in the negative or affirmative without taking into consideration these political and 
financial aspects of the question. . . . . 

M. Motta's very clear statement showed that the political aspects of this question was 
a very delicate matter. 
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It would be most desirable to have an independent station in order to guarantee d!rect 
communication with Governments -that was the accepted principle -but the Commtttee 
had not the necessary information to enable it to solve the practical difficulties; it was not, 
therefore, able to come to a decision. However, since the French -prop~sal had. been put 
forward two years ago and been considered by the Assembly last year, thts questton should 
be settled. 

' The speaker seconded the proposal to set up a small sub-cof!lmittee, ~~ich would rep~rt 
to the Committee. It would be easier to solve all these dehcate pohttcal and financtal 
problems in such a sub-committee. 

The Hon. C. A. DuNNING (Canada) '"as of opinion that the discussious s~ow~d t~at the 
question before the Committee resolved itself into the utility of such a statton m ttmcs of 
emergency, since no complaint had been made that existing facilities were not adequate 
for normal times. 

Apparently the argument with respect to the use of such a station in times .of emerge~cy 
arose from the fact, admitted in the various reports, that nations could and did mterfere wtth 
land and other methods of communication in times of emergency. The report contemplated 
the possible closing of such means of communication and advanced the idea that 
communications by wireless rose superior to such difficulties. This raised, in his view, .a 
technical question, ·i.e., whether in times of emergency a nation in Europe which found tt 
necessary or expedient in its own interests to close, censor or interfere in any way with 
ordinary means of communication would not find it equally possible to interfere with the 
wireless communications from a League of Nations station. In his opinion, such interference 
was not only possible but probable, and he considered the question a very important one, 
since the whole of the discussions of the Committee had centred around the facility of 
communications in times of emergency. Unless the question which he had raised could be 
answered satisfactorily, he personally would prefer to see the money expended on other 
activities of the League which were very much in need of funds. He was not opposed to the 
appointment of a sub-committee to examine the question. 

l\1. PoLITIS (Greece) suggested that an enquiry should also be made into the cost of such 
a station. 

. T~e CHAIRMAN thoug?t !hat sufficiently definite details with regard to that point were 
gtven 111 the documents chstnbuted to the Committee. 

Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) wished to ask three technical questions : 
Were there receiving stations in all the countries belonging to the Leagu·e of Nations ? 
Were these receiving stations in the hands of the respective Governments ? 
Had. tl~e establishment of a station with wavelengths permitting long-distance 

commumcatwns been contemplated ? 

Mr. FITZGERALD ~Irish Free State) thought that, as certain questions had been put to the 
experts, the latter might answer them before the sub-committee. Could they not proceed 
at once to its appointment ? 

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Haas to reply to the various questions put by the speakers. 

l\.1. HAA~ (~hief of .the Communications .and Transit ~ection) said he would first reply 
!o l\h · Dunmn~ s. questiOns .. It seeme~ possible for certam favourably situated stations to 
Jam the transmission from a wireless. statiOn. In practice it was not done, as experience during 
the last w,ar sl~owc?, for the cxpendtt,nre .of power was prohibitive and the working of the post 
~0 cmpl?) ed "as lundcred for a certam tlme; and, moreover, it was generally considered more 
mtcres~mg to hear what was ~aid than to prevent others from speaking. 
d fi :v1t.h regard.to the questiOn put by the Australian delegate, he would be able to give more 

e uute 11?formatwn .later bef?re the s~b-co'?mittee. He pointed out that receiving stations 
an~~ t~ pick up shOI t-,~ave Signals existed 111 the majority of States Members of the League 
o atwns, b~t a certai.n .number were not yet supplied with them. 

The C?nti ol of recetvm~.apparatus w~s a que~tion of internal organisation, but even when 
they "ere 11! t.hc hands of pnvate compames, natiOnal interests were considered to be at stake 
and the Gm CI nments had reserved a certain riaht of control 1 th · 't f I · 1 t' ·· ' , d f h · b • n e ma]Ori y 0 egis a JOBS, 
pr.o~ISlon "as rna e or andmg over the management to th 'l't th 't' · t' f cnsts. e m1 1 ary au on Ies m Imes o 

The range of the proposed post would be a w ·Id Tl 
short-wave transmitters could b h OI range. Ie post, composed of two 
wavelet;a[hs to the cou;Itries it ~vaseadrd ~vedrytwhere,hafter a few experiments, by adjusting the 

b • • • estre o reac . 
All pat ticttlars eoncermna the cost were gi · th · h b · 

into account the po~sibilitic~ of re~eipts, at ~S~I3o e report; It ad ee? es!tmated, ta~ing 
he exceeded or on the other hand it . ht . , 0 francs per annum' this figure mtght 
for a post "'i~ldina profits , Ind' dmtgtl not be reached, and the very optimistic might hope 

J ,., • ee , 1e proposal sub 'tt d b th S · G 
contained certain suggestions for the allocation f th mt e Y . e Wiss overnme_nt 
out of the question, but it was extremely unl'ko 1 t~ net profits, which were thus not qmte 
forthcoming. 1 e Y · at at the outset any profits would be 

Lord LYTTON (India) said he had understood b th M 
the question of principle on the matter under disc .0 h d G

1
uerrero and M .. Sokal to say that 

He wished to protest against this view, and to poi~~1011t tah a rheady been. dectd~d by Assembly. 
ou at t e resolutiOn which M. Guerrero 
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had read out did no more than commit the Assembly to expressing its satisfaction at the 
providence of the Council in having taken note of a possible future danger, and to approving 
of the further investigation of the problem. The point raised by l\1. Guerrero had, to his mind, 
an immediate signilicance, because he had understood l\1. Paui-Boncour to invite the 
Committee to submit the question to further examination by a sub-committee. He had no 
objection to that proposal, but that should not mean that the sub-committee's report had 
been accepted in advance. In so far as the facts were at present known to it, his Governm,ent 
were not convinced of the urgency of the matter or of the necessity of the proposed wireless 
station, and for two reasons they had instructed him to oppose it. 

He thought that the enquiry which had already taken place had been of the utmost value 
because it had provided them with useful information both upon the technical and financial 
aspects and upon the cost of the alternative schemes. There was one matter, however, 
which he thought had not been made sufficiently clear, and he suggested that, if a sub
committee was formed, they should ask it to devote its attention specially to this matter. 
The operation of a wireless telegraph station involved the co-operation of two parties. The 
question of the transmission station had been fully discussed, but the point raised by 
Mr. McLachlan had not yet received suflicient examination, namely, the reception of the 
news sent out. He would ask the Committee to ascertain from the various nations represented 
how far they were at present able to deal with the communications from such a station, and 
if not at present able to do so, how far they were prepared to erect or equip stations and place 
them in communication with a League station. The Government of India had instructed 
him to say that they had not at the moment any station capable of reciprocatingwitha League 
station at Geneva and that they were not prepared to undertake the expense of erecting a 
special station for that purpose. Therefore, he thought it important to fmd out how far the 
various Members of the League were in a position to take ad vantage of such a station. He did 
not wish to say anything further on that subject, but he did feel it necessary to express what 
was in a sense a protest against the view that the mere examination of a proposal should be 
held to commit them to approval of the results of such an enquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, summing up the discussion, considered it would be well to know exactly 
what would be the work of the committee and what programme should be laid before it. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) considered that the Special Committee should clear up all 
the points on which information had been asked. Definite replies had been given by the 
Chief of the Communications and Transit Section to certain definite questions, but there were 
other facts to be ascertained and that as soon as possible. 

M. SATO (Japan) said he had no objection to the appointment of a sub-committee. 
·without as yet giving an opinion upon the Swiss Government's proposal, he was anxious 

to express his delegation's gratitude for the efforts made by the Federal Government to 
promote the solution of a difticult problem. 

As representative of one of the countries most remote from the centre of peace, he shared 
the misgiving expressed by the British delegate. It was probable, however, that there would 
not be many occasions on which it would be necessary to have recourse to the League of Nations 
station. In spite of all the rumours recently abroad concerning the Far East, he was 
practically convinced that there would be no need to resort to the usc of the wireless station. 

Moreover, a long-range short-wave station would be needed to reach Japan and it would 
be difficult to set up such a station. The Swiss scheme did indeed provide for a medium
wave station capable of corresponding with European countries, but the Swiss Government did 
not feel able to meet the full cost of a short-wave station. The expenses for this \vould have 
to be borne by the League of Nations, which naturally hesitated to consent to such an outlay. 

He was aware that, to cover the working expenditure in times of crisis, the post would be 
used in times of peace, and he approved of that idea, which would serve to reduce expenses. 
He also drew the Committee's attention to the situation which would result from the 
construction of a medium-wave station only. Such a station would be powerful enough to 
communicate with European countries in times of peace and in times of crisis. But distant 
countries could not be reached. His country would hardly be willing to remain at such 
a disadvantage. He was making no concrete suggestions nor was he criticising the Federal 
Government's proposals. He merely desired to draw the Committee's attention to certain 
questions which needed further consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he desired, before proposing that the Committee should appoint 
a sub-committee and define its duties, to dispel a misunderstanding. 

It had been suggested that the question had already been settled in principle by a decision 
of the Assembly at its eighth session. That was not the case, as they could see by referring 
to the text of the discussions of the Assembly, which had : 

" Congratulated the Council on having studied the question of communications 
between the League of Nations and its Members, and had requested the Council to continue 
its studies, particularly with regard to the establishment of a radio-telegraphic station 
at the seat of the League. " 

He concluded that the question remained entirely open and had not been settled in any 
way. He would be glad to know whether the Committee agreed with him on this point. 
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. b f 11 c mmittee who, in their 
M. MoTTA (Switzerland) thanked the vanous mem ers 0 . le 0 nt's ro osal 

speeches, had adopted a favourable attitude towar1s ~he S\yrss Governtm:hat &ei~ sh~uld 
The question which arose was the following : \\as It desirable or no . . ld b 

· · 1 t. 1 · h · ti"mes of crrsis wou ecome be at the seat of the League of Nations a Wire ess sta wn w uc rn . h · ht th 
independent ? If the Committee answered this question in the affirmative, t ey

1 
mdi~ . en 

· · H h 1 t tl t th tr nd of the who e Iscusswn proceed to consider the Swrss proposal. e t oug 1 1a e e f d t -1 hacl been as follows : if the question were settled affirmatively, apart from matters 0
.
1 

e. ar • 
hardly any other solution would be possible than that proposed by the Federal C~unci • ~me~ 
the idea of establishing an independent station - the constructional and runmng c~s s ~ 
which would be borne entirely by the League - had not found a single supporter rn t e 

. Committee. · . 11 ·t t a 1d 
He therefore thought that they shou~d refer ~he question. m a. I s aspec s, I 

particularly the Swiss proposal, to the Specr~l Com~Ittee ~or consideratiOn. . 
He desired to add that his Governments only IntentiOn had been to demonstra~e Its 

"illingness to co-operate. It did not in any w~y wish to in?uce. the Lea~ue to m~ur 
expenditure; on the contrary, its object was to assist the Leag_ue m thi? matter. If the Lea,ue 
decided it wanted a wireless station. In any case, the questiOn remarned entirely open. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, if the Committee approved M. Motta's views, ~he _first question 
to he laid before the Spedal Committee would be the follow!ng point _of prmc1ple : O~ght 
the League to possess a wireless station in order to ensure du·ect and mdependent relatiOns 
with its Members in times of crisis '? · 

If this question of principle was settled in the affirmative, the S~ecial Co~mittee \yould 
have to consider the Swiss Federal Government's proposal. But he did not tlunk tha!, If the 
question of principle was sctlled in the affirmative, t!1ey must therefore abandon all Idea of 
having an independent and autonomous wireless statwn at the seat of the League. 

M. l\IoTTA (Switzerland) said he did not wish the Committee to imagine that, after the 
question of principle had been settled in the affirmative, no other solution would be possible 
than the Swiss proposal. He simply meant lo say that he had gathered the impression, from 
the speeches of the various members of the Committee, that this solution might be a possible 
one. It was quite understood that the Special Committee would be left entirely free in this 
matter. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) said he wondered whether the question to be 
submitted to the Third Committee should be defined as the Chairman had defined it. 

A new factor had arisen since lhe discussions in the Assembly to which M. Guerrero had 
referred, namely, the Swiss proposal. · 

It would be premature for them to decide now whether a wireless station should or should 
not be established, without saying more, and when the Swiss proposal had not yet been fully 
defined in all its aspects. 

He thought that the task of the Third Committee, and later, perhaps, the task of another 
committee working under subsequent terms of reference, should be to seek a more definite formula 
'~ith regard to certain rather delicate points referred to by M. Motta, in order to determine 
the exact bearing of the Swiss proposal in all its aspects. · 

They mus~ not forget, too,_ that another proposal existed - the proposal to establish 
a separate a~~ Independ_ent s~atron at the seat o~ the Le~gue. They would be asking a great 
deal of the 1_1urd Commilt~e If they ~ailed upon It to dec!rle at once in favour of the principle 
of the estabhshment of a Wireless statiOn at Geneva when It was not known whether this decision 
would result in the creation of an independent station or a station erected in accordance with 
the terms of the Swiss proposal. The more prudent course, therefore would be to take no 
decision until they were _fully ac~uainte_d_ with the two sides of the problem. He thought 
they should merel_y con~mue ther~ enqmnes. T~e Committee might possibly furnish some 
useful data on tins subject and, If these _data still se_eme? inadequate, the question might 
be referred by the Assembly to the Comm1ttee on Arbrtratron and Security in order to allow 
the enquiries to continue. 

M. C~ssJN (France) did not think it could be said that the principle of a wireless station 
had been Irrevo~ably adopted and that all that remained for them to do was to discuss the 
method of rarrymg out the proposal. 
. The Committee ought _therefor~ to pr?ceed _to exaJ?ine very cautiously what would happen 
In each of the three followmg ~ontmgenc1es : If nothrng were done; if the offers of the Swiss 
Governm~nt wer~ accepted; If _the League decided to build its own station . 

. ~avmg_ considered these pomts, the Committee as a whole would then be in a better 
posrtwn to judge of the facts. 

On t~e otl~er hand, it should n?t be forgotten that the Assembiy of the League had already 
made up Its mmd as _to t~1e necessity of ad?pt~ng certain precautionary measures for times of 
e~ergen;!'· Otherwise, Indeed, th~ orgamsatrons of the League of Nations would Jose their 
razsol"! ~ elr~, and the speak_er enqu~red whether public opinion would not consider it rather 
surpnsmg If the supreme International organisation whose duty I.t w t · 

I d k . . , as o ensure peace, 
neg ecte to ta e precautiOns agamst the most serious catastrophe that ld b · · d 

d.! t · d · 'I 11 · cou e Imagrne , or was I a. ~ry m ?mg so," 1en ~ natrona! Governments regarded it as th ir d d t t 
make provisiOn agamst emergencies. e sacre u Y o 
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The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) supported the observations made by the two 
previous speakers. He did not consider the question of principle was one with which the sub
committee could very well deal. He even went further and said that he did not consider there 
was a question of principle. The question before them was a question of two facts- efTiciency 
and cost- and his Government was unable to see its way to accept any of the proposals that 
had been made, since they were not convinced that they would be efTective, and feared that 
the cost involved would be disproportionate to the results achieved. • • 

He thought the duty of the sub-committee was to endeavour to elucidate these points, 
and to find out how far efTicient service could be rendered by any special means that might 
he devised, and also to find out what the cost would be, weighing one against the other and 
making its recommendation. If the sub-committee was not able to do this by itself, it might 
call in the assistance of some more expert body. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) feared that, if the debate were continued, it would be very difTicult 
to draft instructions for the sub-committee owing to the diversity of the views expressed. 
Would it not be better to appoint this sub-committee and give it the l\Iinutes of to-day's 
meeting, so that it should have all necessary information at its disposal. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that certain new ideas and objections had emerged from this 
exchange of views with regard to a problem which was not in itseli a new one. If the 
Committee were to adopt l\L Sakal's suggestion, the Bureau would propose the appointment 
of a sub-committee of six members, namely: l\I. PAuL-BoNcouR, 1\lr. CADOGAN, Mr. DuNNING, 
M. GuERRERO, M. SoKAL and l\1. MoTTA. 

He hoped that these persons would be good enough to accept the task put before them, 
and requested this Sub-Committee to meet as soon as it could and to submit a report to the 
Committee. 

This proposal was adopted. 

18. A(lllointment of Rapp01·teurs. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should immediately appoint Rapporteurs 
for the various questions on its agenda. , 

He proposed thai l\L PoLITIS should be appointed for questions I (a), I (b), I (c) 1 of the 
agenda; M. GuERRERO for questions I (c) 2, II and III; Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS for 
questions I (c) 3 and I (d); and M. BENES for question IV. 

These appointments were approved. 

19. Agenda for the following l\leeting. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Committee to consider on the following day the question 
of Financial Assistance to States Victims of Aggression, as the Chairman of the Financial 
Committee would be able to give them valuable information on this subject. The question 
of the manufacture of armaments would follow. 

This proposal was adopted. 
(The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.) 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, September 14lh, 1928, ol 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE \VIART (Belgium). 

20. Discussion of the \V m·li of the Committee on A1·hitration and Security relating to Articles 1 O, 
11 and 11; of the Covenant : Adoption of Dmft Resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on M. Rutgers' Memorandum concerning Articles 10, 
11 and 16 of the Covenant (documents of the Preparatory Commission, Series VI, page 142) 
by recalling the fact that thi~ question had formed the subject of a draft resolution given 
in the Committee on Arbitration and Security's report (documents of the Preparatory 
Commission, Series VII, page 107). 

He added that the Committee should discuss whether it was prepared to adopt this 
resolution and to submit it, mutatis mutandis, to the Assembly. 

General TANczos (Hungary) wished to ask the Rapporteur for an explanation of a general 
nature roncerning M. Rutgers' report. . . 

He pointed out that Articles 11 and 15 ha_d already been cons.Idered both ~y the Col!nc1l 
and by the Assembly. Article 15, ~~re especially, had been. studied by a spectal Co~m1ttee 
of Jurists appointed by the Council _Itse~f. The res~lts o~ Its work had been unammously 
approved and adopted by the Council With-great satisfartwn on March 13th, 1924. These 
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articles, together with Articles 10, 16 and. even 17, had thus already received the careful 
consideration of organs either of the Council or of the Assembly. . . 

The Hungarian delegate wondered why such had not be~n the case With Article 13 of the 
Covenant, and more especially with its fourth paragraph, wluch says : 

" The Members of the League agree that they will carry out in fu.ll good faith any 
award that may be rendered, and that they will not resort to.war agamst a Member of 

" the League which complies therewith. In the event of any fallur~ to carry out suci;, an 
award, the Council shall propose what steps should be taken to give effect thereto. 

He was wcii aware that the future sphere of action of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security was not limited. He was equally aware that, in his s~udy on Articl~ 11, M. Rutgers 
had made some references to Art ide 13 of the Covenant, but It seemed to lum that the .two 
provisions contained in paragraph 4 of that article were of the utmost importance, especiaily 
from the point of view of security. . 

The conclusion of arbitration treaties would be useless If no steps were taken to ensure 
that the awards, once given, remained inviolable and were put int? execution. A guaran!ee 
fur the execution of awards was highly desirable, for it would inspire a real sense of secunty 
in mankind, which was now seeking effective solutions of the peace problem. . 

From the point of view of security, with which the Committee ~vas now dealmg, he could 
hardly find a more important clause in the Covenant than that which he had JUSt r~ad. He 
considered that, when an arbitration tribunal had been set up, the Council had no higher and 
more solemn duty than to ensure its independence and, once the award was given, to see that 
it was put into execution. · 

If public opinion could be reassured with regard to that point, the value of arbitration 
treaties would be greatly enhanced and the sense of security which these treaties were intended 
to create among the nations would be increased a hundredfold. 

He ventured to ask the Rapporteur why a close study of that important paragraph of 
Article 13, which fell entirely within the scope of the League's work, had so far been omitted 
from the discussions of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and he especiaiiy wished 
to know whether it would not be possible ultimately to make good this omissiOn. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied that the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
had been compelled to limit its initial task and to make an immediate choice between the 
articles of the Covenant, for it was impossible to consider the articles as a whole. 

They had in the first instance selected Articles 10, 11 and 16, but the Committee had 
specifically stated in M. Rutgers' report, paragraph 109, that this programme did not limit 
the future activities of the Committee. Indeed, it intended subsequently to deal with a 
whole series of articles which were equaily deserving of close study. 

With regard to Article 13, paragraph 4, of which the Hungarian delegate had just spoken, 
the speaker could only state that, although it did not figure upon the present programme of 
the Committee on Arbi!ratio!1 ai~d Sec.urity, it had not been lost sight of by the authors of 
the mem?randa. Certau~ hesit~twns With regard to compulsory arbitration had been allayed, 
because It was felt that m Article 13, paragraph 4, there already lay the germ of sanctions 
guaranteeing ~rbi~ral award.s, so that~ withou.t there being any complete machinery for their 
enfor~ement, .It might be ~md that this most Important passage of the Covenant contained a 
sufficient basis for the u!Limate development of compulsory arbitration. 

Tl.1is highly ii_npm:tant provisio!1 had yet to be considered and he hoped that the 
Committee on ArbitratiOn and Security would be able to undertake the work at one of its 
next meetings. 

1\I. voN. SIMSON (Germany) wish~d to make a few statements which were not directly 
conc~rn~d With the memorai;?um, but It seemed to him that this would be his only opportunity 
of bnngmg them. forward. I he m~mo~andum under discussion was not the only one which had 
served as a basis for the Committees work. There were two other memoranda and an 
Introductory Note, which. had speci.al wei~ht because it had been submitted by the three 
Rapporteurs of the Committee and Its Chatrman, M. Benes. 

On the occasion of his first. speech before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, he 
had been able. to s~ate that Ius Government had welcomed with peculiar satisfaction the 
remarks contamed 111 the Introductory Note concerning the present state of security which 
had alr~ad~ been created. by the Covenant. Further, at its second meeting, the Committee 
on ArbitratiOn and Secunty had even accepted the following resolution : 

" The Committee on Arbitration and Security, 

" ~fter studying the introducti?n to the Memoranda on Arbitration and Security and 
the Articles of the Covenant submitted by the Chairman : 

" Declares its concurrence in the views therein expressed that : 

" ~· The .Covenant itself creat~s a ~casure of security which needs to be 
appreciated .at Its full ~'a~ue and that Its articles are capable of being applied in such 
a way that m the maJonty of cases they can prevent war; 

·: 2. The ~ommo~ '~ill for peace of the States Members of the Council can be 
exercised effectively w1thm the framework of the Covenant, ali the more so because 
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that instrument does not provide any rigid code of procedure for the settlement of 
international crises, and that it is, further, inexpedient to attempt to draw up in 
advance a complete list of measures for preserving international peace. " 

This resolution had fallen into an oblivion which appeared undeserved. i\1. Bene~ had 
very probably referred to it when he said, in his statement at the outset of the general 
discussion : " The Committee, having accepted the views expressed in the Introductory 
Note, particularly those with regard to the value of the Covenant ... ". • • 

He requested that the resolution in question should be taken into account when the 
report was drafted, in order to show that, thanks to the influence of the League of Nations, 
there was already a greater sense of security at the present time than in the past. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) said that the question had been discussed at length, and that to 
take this resolution into account in the report would be paying tribute to truth. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) had not before him the documents to which reference had just been 
made, but M. von Simson's remarks appeared to him to require supplementing. He thought 
that divergences of opinion had arisen within the Committee reganling this passage, and that, 
after discussion, amendments had been made to the draft. 

He preferred to reserve his assent in case the Committee desired immediately to introduce 
into the report a passage such as M. von Simson had referred to. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) thought that, if the Polish delegate had the documents in question 
before him, he would be convinced of. his mistake. There had not actually been divergenees 
of opinion with regard to the resolution he had read, which had been adopted at the suggestion 
of the British delegate. Opinions di!Tered as to the degree of security achieved, some thinking 
that it was sufficient and others that it was not; but they had been unanimously agreed that 
the Covenant did create a certain atmosphere of security. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) thanked the German delegate for having made it clear that the whole 
of the Introductory Note was not in question, but a resolution proposed by the British 
delegate- a resolution which M. von Simson had, however, not quoted in full. The intervention 
of the German representative had been so unexpected that he thought it was preferable, 
in order not to prolong the discussion, that the draft report should merely be laid before the 
Committee in time for it to be considered. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the General Committee of the Assembly had, at ils 
morning meeting, contemplated a meeting on Monday, and expressed the desire that 
Committees should refer to it certain questions so as to fill up the agenda. lt appeared to 
him that the question under discussion might well be so referred. The Rapporteur had 
been appointed, and his work certainly would reflect the discussions which had taken place. 
There was therefore no need to proloug the discussion. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) desired to confirm both M. von Simson's and M. Sakal's 
remarks. There were two trends of opinion in the Committee : one which laid stress upon 
the degree of security existing in virtue of the Covenant, the other which considered that such 
security was insufficient. It should be borne in mind, however, that work had been undertaken 
with a view to the limitation of armaments, and that they had finally agreed that account 
must be taken of the two tendencies, each of which, in practice, had its own value. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Committee's views on the followiug draft resolution which 
was, mutatis mutandis, that of the Committee on Arbitration and Security : 

" The Assembly : 

" Having noted the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in regard 
to Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant, 

" Appreciates the great importance of the work done to apply the provisions in 
question; · 

" Considers that the information concerning the question of the criteria of aggression 
contained in the Committee's documents usefully summarises the studies made by the 
Assembly and the Council and the provisions of certain treaties; 

" Recalls in particular that the action to be taken by the Council under Article 
11 and other articles of the Covenant in the case of a conflict will provide it with important 
elements of appreciation likely to facilitate the determination of the aggressor in the 
event of v.ar breaking out in spite of every e!Tort; 

" Considers that the study of Article 11 of the Covenant, which stipulates that 
the League 'shall take any action that may be deemed wise and eiTectual to safeguard 
the peace of nations ', forms the natural counterpart of the study undertaken by the 
Committee of the Council and approved by the Council on December 6th, 1927, on 
the Assembly's reconmendation, and, without detracting· from the value of the 
other articles of the Covenant, brings into prominence the fact that the League's first 
task is to forestall war, and that in all cases of armed conflict or of threats of armed 
conflict, of whatever nature, it must take action to prevent hostilities or to stop hostilities 
which have already begun; 

3. 
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" Takes note of the suggestions concerning Article 16 contained in the Committee's 
documents relative to the study of the articles of the Covenant; . 

" Recommends to the Council the studies in question as a useful piece of. work 
which, without proposing a hard-:and-fast pro~edure in time of emergency, and ":It~out 
adding to or detractina from the nghts and duties of the l\~embers of ~he League, PI ovicles 
valuable indications a~ to the possibilities ofiered by the diiTe:en~ articles of. the Covenant 

•and as te> the way in which they may be applied, .without preJ':I~Ice to the diiYerent mod~s 
of procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities may render necessaiy 
in practice; . 

" In conclusion recommends that a study should be undertaken of the. other articles 
of the Covenant the' conscientious and full application of which ofiers specwl guarantees 
of security. " 

This draft resolution was adopted. 

21. Financial Assistance to States Vietims of Aggression : Discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had examined 
the question jointly with the Financial. ~ommittee, an? that it had adopte~ a resolution 
invitina the latter to continue its enqumes on the basis of the results obtamed after the 
meeting of the Assembly, and recommending that the Asse~bly should give its opi~ion on 
certain political questions whid1 were raised, and more particularly upon the followmg : 

(1) " Must signatories of the Conv~ntion. to be ~oncluded for financial ass~sta~1ce 
to States victims of aggt"ession renounce, m theu: capa~Ity of guarantors, the apphcatwn 
of Article 4, paragraph 5, of the Cover.~nt, wh~ch .stipulated that any Membe~ of the 
League not represented on the Counc1l was mvited to be represented dunng the 
consideration of matters specially afiecting its interests before the Council ? " 

(2) " Would fiuancial assistance come into operation with binding force for all 
guarantor States by a unanimous vote of the Couneil minus the votes of the parties to the 
dispute '? ". 

M. de Chalendar (Chairman of the Financial Committee) was available to furnish the 
Committee with any information which it might desire. 

M. DE CHALENDAR (Chairman of the Financial Committee) informed the Committee how 
this question had come before the Financial Committee. 

The latter Committee had been asked two years ago to consider a plan of financial assistance 
to States victims of aggression: it had worked out the general outline of such a plan in its 1926 
report. In the following year the report was communicated to the Assembly, which requested 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security to proceed to a further investigation ofthe question. 
A Joint Committee, consisting of members of the Financial Committee and the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, was set up, aud their report was in the hands of the members of 
the present Committre. 

This Joint Committee came to eight main couclusions : they would be found in the 
report of the Commillee on Arbitration and Security (documents of the Preparatory 
Commission, Series VII, page 110). Sii1ce then, the Financial Committee had endeavmu·t>cl to 
define these main points in a plan drawn up in legal terms, which was still in the course of 
preparation. Before completing this work, it would he glad to have the general view of the 
Assembly on constitutional and political questions which did not fall within its competence, 
and of which the three following were the most important: 

(1) ·: Shoul~ the Con.vention on Financial Assist~nce be an independent Convention 
or should 1t consl1tute an 111tegral part of a general Disarmament Convention ? " 

(2) " Should the plan for finaneial assistance appl) in the case of a threat of war as 
\\l'll as in the case of actual war ? " 

(3) " \Vould the Convention, when it had been final!) established come into force 
mer~ly on t.he deeisio!1 of th~ Council without consultation or exchange ~f views with the 
parties wh1ch. had s1gned 1t ? Or, alternatively, must the eonsent of all signatory 
States be obtawcrl when there \vas a threat of war or actual war in ordt>r to put thf plan 
into o1wration? " 

. The member~ of tl~e Joint C?mmittee ~vere not agreed amongst themselves on this latter 
pomt~ but the .Flllancwl Com.mJttee con:ndered that the Convention would not be really 
efTective unless It could be put 111to operation solely on the decision of the Couneil. 

The ':iews of the Assembly on this subject would he invaluable to the Committee in order 
to enable It to complete 1ts work. 

Baron. RoLIN JAEQ_DEM;Ns (Bel~ium). recalled that he had spoken during the discussion of 
the Committee on Arbitra.twn and SecunL.Y regarding the limitation of the obligation to be 
assumed by Sl~tes ;. the VIews of the Belg.wn Government in this matter were fully met by 
the reply contamed 111 the report of the Joint ~ommittee and in l\1. Veverka's report. 

II_t c?nsequence, States would not be hable for a sum of which the interest and 
amortJsa~JOn charges would v~ry .according to circumstances ; States would merely be 
underta~ng a fixed annual ob.h~atwn which could not be exceeded. This being the case, 
the Belg~an Government was Willmg to proceed along the lines which were generally favoured. 
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~peaking now as Rapporteur - a duty which the Committee had entrusted to him the 
previO~s. day -:--- ~e refer_red to the report of the Joint Committee, which gave, so to speak, 
the gmdmg pnnciples of Its programme, with regard to which it would like to receive instruc
tions before continuing its task. 

These guiding principles, numbered 1 to 8, particularly in so far as political questions 
~ere c~ncerned, ~ere sullolmarise.d in the three questions indicated by M. de Chalendar, 
If certam other pomts, which, stnctly speaking, related to financial technique, •might be left 
out of account, e.g., Nos. 5 and 6, which dealt with the rate of interest and amortisation 
of loans and the undertakings required from States in order to issue loans. In connection 
with these latter points, the speaker thought that the Committee was prepared to trust the 
Financial Committee. 

On .the othe~ h~nd, point 1 of the Joint Committee's report referred to the proposed 
Convention as bei_ng mdependent of the general Disarmament Convention; point 2 indicated 
that the Convention was open to all Members of the League; point 3 said that States not 
Members of the League might be allowed to participate by a decision of the Council· and 
point 4 that the machinery of the Convention should be so elastic that it would be po~sible 
for a State which had not signed the Convention to participate in the guarantees in general 
or in the guarantee of a specific loan. 

The speaker said that this could all be summed up in the question whether the Committee 
would pronounce in favour of an independent Convention or would wish to make it a part 
of the general Disarmament Convention. From what had been said, he inferred that the 
Committee was in favour of a separate and open Convention. . 

But they must consider two still more delicate problems which were indicated in points 7 
and 8. 

The first of these problems (point 7) was to decide whether financial assistance should 
be given in the case of actual war (Article 16 of the Covenant), or also in the case of the 
threat of war (Article 11). From what had been said, the speaker thought that this financial 
assistance should be undertaken just as much in cases of a threat of war as in cases of actual 
war. 

This was an important matter in view of the last point, which was the most delicate of 
all : if cases of a threat of war were also included, how was the Council vote to be taken ? 
Could it be given without the participation of the States concerned ? In this~connection, it 
appeared that opinion, on the whole, favoured the view that the financial assistance~should 
operate following a vote of the Council minus the votes of the parties to the dispute, as stated 
in point 8 of the Joint Committee's report. · 

One problem was still outstanding: When the Council considered that there was occasion 
for financial assistance, must its vote be unanimous ? This appeared to be the general 
opinion. 

On the other hand, must signatory States not represented on the Council give their 
assent in addition ? It had been suggested that there might be objections arising from Article 4, 
paragraph 5, of the Covenant to Powers, and particularly those not permanently represented 
on the Council, being bound by the latter's decision, and, under Article 4 of the Covenant, 
it would appear to be the rule that they should give their opinions. But, on the other hand, 
it had been objected that if the Convention were signed by most Powers, and if it were 
necessary to summon delegates from all of them and await their arrival in Geneva before the 
Convention could become operative, it would be too late, and the whole scheme would be 
unworkable. 

Because the Council could not bind the Powers without their consent, was it necessary 
to state that that provision of Article 4 of the Covenant was so categorical that it created 
an obligation even for the interested parties whose rights it protected ? Was that clause so 
inelastic that, when it granted a right to States, the latter could not surrender that right in 
the interests of the scheme ? 

The speaker saw no legal difficulty to prevent the Council having power, under the terms 
of the Convention, to take a decision on behalf of all guarantor States. 

As to the substance of the question, in view of the fact that the Financial Committee 
had redrafted its original form of obligation, and that it was understood that no State's 
liability could exceed a fixed annual amount, it would appear that States signatory to the 
Convention on Financial Assistance might, without disadvantage, renounce according to 
its terms their right of giving their consent in every instance, and be bound by the decision 
of the Council. Any other proceeding would introduce so many obstacles in the working 
of the Convention as to render it inoperative. 

He had spoken as Rapporteur, but he did not wish to conclude his statement without 
declaring at the same time, as Belgian delegate, that Belgium, .which .~as not represented 
on the Council, would nevertheless be prepared to be bound by Its declSlon. 

Dr. BENES (Czechoslovakia) supported Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' remarks, which gave 
a clear answer to all the questions submitted to the Committee. He also considered : 

(1) That the Convention should be independent; 
(2) That it should apply not only to actual war but also to the threat of war; 
(3) That the Council alone be responsible for a decision. 

M. LANGE (Norway) said that his Government had studied in a friendly spirit the report 
submitted to the Committee and that it was sympathetic to the principle of the proposed 
scheme. 
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He wished to emphasise that at present t~ey we_r~ concerned only wit~ a preliminary 
study; they were not obliged to take up a defim!e pos1tion as to the ?nal action to ~e taken, 
for the simple reason that a financial undertaking would first reqmre to be sanctioned by 
Parliaments. · 

The sympathy of t~e Norwe~i~n Governl!lent wa~ augmented ~y the fac~ that they were 
concerned with developmg non-rmhtary sanctiOns, wh1ch were the kmd most hkely to produce 
satisfactory tesults, and, moreover, were those which a small country like Norway could 
accept without reservation. . 

He would reply, in accordance with the instructions he had rece1ved, to the three 
questions asked by the Chairman of the Financial Committee. . . . . 

Should the provisions regarding financial assist~nce be embod1ed m an md_ependent 
Convention or in a general Convention on the reductiOn of armaments ? It was d1fficult to 
say at present, for everything depended on the form in _which the one or other of these 
instruments might ultimately be cast; but it seemed to h1m tha~ the problem coul~ not be 
studied as one completely apart. Any engagement contr~cted m respect of s_anctwns ~vas 
necessarily related to a reduction of armaments; otherwise the task of makmg sanctiOns 
operative would be rendered more o_r less diffi?~lt. . . 

· Were they to rest content w1th a deciSion by the Council ? It was the VIew of the 
Norwegian Government that, in the circumstances mentioned by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, 
confidence should be shown in the Council, and the Belgian representative's suggestion 
of a kind of delegation of powers to the Council would provide a very happy solution. 

Would financial assistance operate not only in case of a breach of the Covenant - that 
is to say, in case of actual war - but also in the case of a threat of war ? On this point he 
had been instructed to make definite reservations. It would be necessary to submit this 
point to extremely careful study. The attitude to be taken eventually would depend on 
what guarantees could be given to ensure that there should be no possibility of abuse. 

Lord LYTTON (India) stated that this Government was in full sympathy with the policy 
advocated by the Joint Committee in respect of financial assistance, but he desired to ask 
whether Governments would have an .opportunity of considering the actual details of the 
clauses of the draft Convention before intimating their acceptance. He feared that, unless 
this Convention was studied very carefully by those concerned, it would suffer the fate of 
many -too many -Conventions which had been approved but not ratified. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that it had already been decided that the Governments would 
be informed of the plan of financial assistance, and would be at liberty to consider it. In 
this connection, he recalled a statement by Lord Cushendun, who said that he was sure it 
was understood - and this was probably also the opinion of representatives of other 
countries - that, when the Joint Committee and the Committee in which he was speaking 
had arrived at a fiqal text, it would be referred to all Governments for final approval. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) remarked that this question had been outstanding for more than two 
years and that it was time to give the Financial Committee the necessary guiding principles 
to establish a draft Convention, which would, of course, be submitted to Governments before 
becoming definitive. 

H~ was in complete agreeme~t with the statement made by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns. 
With regard to the first question, he thought that they ought to consider an independent 

Convention and not a general Convention. 
In the second place, he wished the threat of war to be considered and not aggression 

in view of the difficulty of defining the aggressor. ' 
He considered. tha~ the decisi_on sho~ld be taken by _the_ Council; for it would be· impossible 

to rea~h a concluswn If all the s1gnatones were to be mv1ted to sit on the Council in virtue 
of Article 4 of the Covenant. 

T~~re re~.ained tl~e question, r~ised by M. Valdes-Mendeville, of the scope of the 
C?unci~ s dec!SIO!l· This extremely Importan~ question J:Iad been raised neither by the 
Fmancial Comrmttee nor by the representative of Belgmm. For financial assistance to 
become a rea~ el_ement of secu:ity, all those w~o signed the Convention, and who might one 
day be th~ VIctm~s of ~ggresswn, must know m advance whether a unanimous decision of 
the Counc!l 01_1 this subJect was to be regarded by them as an invitation a recommendation 
or an obhgation. ' 

He wished to ma_ke a _suggestion with regard to procedure. If the Financial Committee 
was to be able to cont11~ue Its work, the Committee must give it guiding principles of a political 
nature. The re~ervatwns made by M. Lange constituted a first obstacle. It was to be 
feared tha! unal_limous ag_reement would not be reached. In these circumstances, he proposed 
that the FmancJa! Committee shoul? pr_ovide, in its consideration of the question, for different 
~as~- tkhe working of the C?nvention m th~ case o~ a threat of war or of actual war; decision 

C
o e tat. en by the Council or by the s1gnatones ; general Convention or independent 
onven Ion. 

Mi fE CHALENDAR (C~airm~n of the Financial Committee) replied that it would serve 
no use u purpose for the Fmanc1al. Committee to prepare two alternative plans. 

t 1f the plan that he had outlmed he had provided for both the threat of war and for 
ac ua war : he ha~ not ~hosen between them, because he was awaiting the instructions of 
the Ass_embl

1
y on this P~~c1se question, which had nothing to do with technical finance but was 

pre-ermnent y of a politiCal nature. 
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In his opi~io~, the necessary and sufficient condition for the entry into operation of the 
plan was unamrmty on the part of the Council. Whether this decision were taken in case 
of war or of a threat of war would have no effect on the technical structure of the plan 
provided. 

!he 11?-o~t delicate question, and the one on which the Financial Committee required a 
defimte ~pmwn, wast~ know whe~her unanimity on the part of the Council would be sufficient 
for putt~ng the plan mto operation, or whether the opinion of all the States signinl} the 
Co~ven~IOn was ne~essary.. It would be wise not to make a definite decision on this particular 
pomt Without havi_ng cons~dered t~e financial consequences. The Economic Committee was 
well aware that tlus ques_twn e~talled serious consequences. But it was convinced that its 
plan would no_t be practicable If an opinion were to be required from all the signatories. 
Consequently, Its plan was based on the authority of the Council, and on that authority alone. 

· The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said that, as far as the so-called political aspect 
of the ques~ion was concerned, the views of his Government had been very aptly defined 
by the Belgian del~gate. As regarded the question whether the proposed Convention should 
be drafted as an mdeJ?endent text or as part of a general Disarmament Convention, his 
Governm~nt h~d n~ obJection to the Convention being -in form, at any rate -a separate 
act: po~sibly I~ might have to be a separate act. He wished, however, to reiterate one 
reservatiOn which had already been made by his Government on several occasions with 
regard to the Finnish proposal, namely, that any scheme for financial assistance must form 
part of a general scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

M. LANGE (Norway) feared that he had been misunderstood. He was in no way opposed 
to further examination of the question, nor had he said that the scheme for financial assistance 
should not be applicable in the case of threat of war. He had merely stated his opinion that 
the question was a very delicate one and that all requisite guarantees should be provided. 
He was therefore entirely in favour of a further examination of the question.· 

General TANczos (Hungary) assured the Committee that his Government's point of 
view coincided with the principles embodied in point 5, paragraph 1, of the Committee's 
report, which said that: 

" Instead of fixing a minimum rate of interest and amortisation for any loans that 
may be granted, the proposal would be to fix for each guarantor State the annual 
maximum amount up to which it might guarantee the service of the loan. " 
The Hungarian delegation was following the progress of this question with great inte"rest. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) asked the Committee to excuse him for again 
intervening in the debate, but, in spite of the observations of several members of the Committee, 
he thought that his ideas had not been expressed with sufficient clearness. M. Lange's 
comments in particular had confirmed this impression. 

It must be understood that there could be no question at the present moment of persuading 
States to enter into undertakings. They would only be asked to give their views (which were 
practically identical) in order to allow the Financial Committee to pursue its task.. It would 
only be complicating the problem if they were to ask the Financial Committee to consider 
questions from the various hypothetical standpoints mentioned. He thought that the great 
majority of the members of the Committee would be in favour of taking into consideration 
both the state of declared war (Article 16 of the Covenant) and the case of threat of war 
(Article 11 of the Covenant). In any case, it did not in any way alter the Financial Committee's 
scheme. \Vhen once the scheme had been prepared, it would be easy to decide to what 
cases it should apply. His own feeling in the matter was, however, that, once war had been 
declared, financial action would be of very little importance; whereas financial action in 
the case of a threat of war might be vital. It might prevent war breaking out. 

Replying to the British delegate's remarks, he said that he had, up to the present, had a 
separate Convention in view; naturally, it was understood that this separate Convention 
would form part of a general plan for the reduction of armaments. 

In reply to General Tanczos, he said that he attached the highest importance to the 
manner in which he had been supported regarding the definite limited undertakings to be 
entered into by the Powers; he asked that this view of future undertakings should be defined 
in the report. Unless the Committee decided otherwise, he would draft that part of the 
report accordingly. 

M .. SATO (Japan) said that, with regard to financial action in case of threat of war, his 
Government maintained an attitude different from that adopted by most of the speakers. 
Like the Norwegian delegation, the Japane~e del~gation. was unable to approve the _idea of 
extending financial assistance to cases which might anse under the terms of Article 11, 
paragraph 1 of the Covenant. He did not think that such assistance would be likely to 
pacify the p;rties to the dispute and dispel an international crisis -which was their obJect. 

On the other hand, the Japanese delegation thought that it would be very desira~le 
for the League to remind the parties to the dispute of the existence of a scheme for financial 
assistance which would operate in support of any party which became the victim of another's 

aggression. . F" · 1 C "tt With regard to the two ot_her pomts raise? by the ~hairman of the mancia omrm e_e, 
the Japanese delegation _entirely aweed _with the Ideas put forward by Baron Rolm 
Jaequemyns at the beginmng of the discussiOn. 
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M voN SIMSON (Germany) said that the scheme of financial assistance to ~t~~~;~!~~~ 
~ofi~g~e;:~~~!~~st~~Jusl~id~~;~~~~rt~i!g~~e~e~~~te~~~ f~~~~~s~l~d~~fe~gi~r~~estion should 

be asked for. t th ht 
He would point out at the outset certain difficulties which h~~ ~ovt~F~~ere ~~~ a 

might arise with regard to action in .the case of a thr~at ~f ~art Irs h o r!f~rring to the 
diffic'ulty of 'procedure. Baron Rohn Jaequemyns, In IS Irs spe~c ' d h d th 
procedure under Article 11, had said that the general rule that the parties concerne a e 
right to vote should be changed. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), intervening, said that, by exer.cising its right to 
give full powers to a third party, a State could renounce its right of vote, without any change 
being made in the Covenant. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) said that, nevertheless, that really amounted to a change, 
and he questioned whether it was wise and desirable to. change a fun~amental r~le of .the 
Covenant for the sake of so very special a thing as the particular Co~ven~10n unde~ discussion. 
He feared moreover that in actual fact the position of the Council might even m that way 
be rende;ed more difficult. Under the procedure of Article 11, _the ~ounc~l a~ted as 
mediator and it might make this position more difficul~ if it took _sides m a sit~atwn not 
yet clearly established. It might impair its own authonty as mediator by grantmg a loan 
to one of the parties. 

Secondly, the position might change and, as ev~nts develop.ed, it might happen that 
State A did nothing reprehensible, whilst State B, which had received the loan, attacked A, 
so that the Council might be compelled also to grant a loan to A. 

The German delegate wished to mak~ reservations on this p~int, though he had no 
objection to the _Financial Committee pursmng the study of the questiOn. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) had not intended to take part in the discussion, as his ideas coincided 
exactly with the Rapporteur's. But the turn the discussion had taken, and particularly 
the remarks of the German and Japanese delegates, made him want to say a few words. 

The crux of the question was really whether and in what conditions the contemplated 
financial assistance could or should extend to the case of a threat of aggression. The speaker 
agreed with Baron Rolin Jaequemyns that it was above all in the case of a threat of aggression 
that financial assistance would be useful, and likely to be effective, politically as well as 
technically. . 

He thought he was not mistaken in saying that, from the technical financial standpoint, 
it would be easier to float a loan before hostilities had started than when war had already 
broken out and many Governments would find themselves faced with financial complications. 

He thought that, if there was a Convention whereby a State which felt itself menaced 
by aggression could immediately receive financial assistance to put it in a position to use 
its right of legitimate defence, the State having warlike intentions might think twice before 
putting its threat into execution and declaring war. 

Replying next to M. von Simson on the question of the machinery of financial assistance 
in the case of a threat of aggression, M. Politis concurred in the Rapporteur's idea, which 
had been shared by several other speakers, namely, that the unanimous decision of the Council 
in favour of financial assistance, that is to say, in favour of the application of the Convention 
relating thereto, should be sufficient, and that it should be quite unnecessary to secure the 
consent of all the other signatories. The Chairman of the Financial Committee had said 
that to require the explicit consent of a large number of States at the moment of applying 
the Convention would be to render the scheme financially almost unworkable. 

Legally and politically he did not see the slightest obstacle in the Covenant, especially 
in Article 11. M. von Simson had said it was undesirable to change the Covenant, but the 
Covenant indicated the minimum of their obligations and it was open to Members of the 
League to go further and increase them -indeed, this was the whole aim of the Committee's 
work . 

. Moreov~r, ha~ not th~ ~ocarno A~reements added to .the obligations of the contracting 
parties ? If m Article 16 It IS a questiOn of recommendatiOns only and not of decisions, in 
the !--ocarno Agreements, on the other hand, it is a resolution which must be immediately 
camed out by the contracting parties. Why could the States not do the same as regards 
financial assistance ? 

. Of course, t~ey w~re no longer on the ground of Article 16 but of Article 11, and it was 
qmte true that, m Article 11, the Council had to act as mediator and that its decisions were 
only of value _if both parties accepte.d, them ... But was that an imperative provision ? Could 
not t~e parti~s accept the .Councils decision beforehand as binding and immediately 
operative? rhis seemed CO!lSISt~nt with the spirit of Article 11, which says expressly that 
the Council . shall take any actwn that may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the 
peace of natiOns ". 

M. CASSIN (Fra~ce) s~id he ha~ als~ thought that the Rapporteur's last statements had 
closed the general discussion, but smce It had been reopened, he considered it opportune to 
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look at the plan under review in relation to the rrcneral measures which the Committee on 
Arbitration and Se~urity was examining for the prevention of war and aggression. 

As. represen~ti~e of the French delegation, he noted with satisfaction the progress 
made smce the Fmm~h proposal had been submitted and the British delegation had lent its 
vall!able support. , 1 he work of the .year had been of considerable importance and Baron 
Rolm Jaequemy.ns sta~ement - Which he was glad to see had not been contradicted as 
regard~ the thesis. relatmg to the. operation of measures of assistance provider! simpiy- the 
~ouncil was un~mmous.- ~vas evidence of the progress which could be made in the League 
m the most pacific of directions, that of mutual conviction. 

The proposal was .part ?f a general movement towards measures for preventing war. 
He was sure that financial assistance afforded to a State at a time of crisis was a better method 
of preventing war than financial assistance promised to the victim of arrriression when such 
aggression had already taken place. ""' 

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had modestly enquired why he had been appointed Rapporteur 
both for this question and for the question of the German Suggestions. The reason was 
that there was a link between them and this link again appeared in the application of 
Article 11. It had been said that, in connection with Article 11, it would be a delicate 
matter to assume further obligations than those which arc laid down in the article, but l\L von 
Simson's suggestions, which had been in the main approved by the French delegation, also 
aimed at supplementing in a spirit of goodwill the obligations entered into. They even 
provided that resolutions adopted without unanimity, but with a simple or qualified majority, 
might be accepted. It was therefore legally possible for States- which, like France, thought 
that financial assistance formed part of the measures which the Council might take at a 
crisis- to maintain this attitude. It only remained to examine the method of application, 
and on this point certain reservations must be made. No Powers Members of the League 

·which entered on their own account into wider undertakings than those laid down in 
Article 11 - for example, an undertaking to renounce the unanimity of the Council -
could pledge third Powers. A Power which had not signed the Convention could not be 
compelled to give financial assistance unless unanimity had been reached. These legal 
questions, however, did not appear to raise difficulties as to the principle involved. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) said that he desired to leave on one side the important questions 
raised by M. Cassin concerning the interpretation of the articles of the Covenant; they had 
been studied in M. Rutgers' Memorandum and the Committee had just come to a decision 
on the subject. 

According to the explanations furnished by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, the question 
before them was, not of binding Governments by a Convention, but of giving guiding principles 
to the Financial Committee. It was understood that the latter would be asked to frame a 
text, taking as a basis the hypothesis of a unanimous decision by the Council without the 
participation of States which were not Members of the Council. The draft would then be 
submitted to the Committee on Arbitration and Security and would be finally submitted to 
the next ordinary session of the Assembly or to the Disarmament Conference, according to 
circumstances. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that M. Undtm had given an excellent summary of the discussion 
and that, in the light of the statements made, the Committee might ask the Rapporteur 
to submit, as soon as he found it convenient, a report on which it would take a decision. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN thought he was interpreting the Committee's wishes in thanking the 
Chairman of the Financial Committee for his valuable help and lucid explanations. 

22. Preparation of a Draft Convention on the Supervision of the Private Manufacture and 
Publicity of the l\lanufacturc of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War: 
Discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Assembly at its eighth ordinary session 
had asked the Special Commission entrusted with the study of this question to draw up a single 
text which would allow of an international Conference being convened as early as possible. 
After having tried to reconcile the various points of view, the Commission had only been able 
to record the fact that the divergences of opinion had been irreconcilable, and that it could 
not submit a final single text. 

On the other hand, the following draft resolution, submitted by the delegation of 
Salvador, had been referred to the Committee by the President of the Assembly: 

" The Assembly, 

" Having taken note of th~ report and preliminary draft .Convention drawi? _up 
by the Special Commission appomted to prepare a draft Convention on the SuperviSion 
of the Pnvate Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition 
and of Implements of War, as also of the resolution adopted by the Council on this 
subject on August 30th, 1928, . . . . . 

" Observes with regret that, owmg to. funda.mental d1ffe~ences. of opmwn which 
still exist, the Commission has not found It poss1ble to subm1t a smgle final text as 
desired by the Assembly; 
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"Being convinced of the urgent necessity . of drawing up a . Convention 'Yl_tich, 
while placing non-producing and producing countnes on an equal footmg, would facil~t~te 
the ratification of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and Ammumhon 
and in Implements of War, signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925, . 

" Refers to its successive resolutions passed at each of its previous ordinary sessions, 
beginning with the first session in 1920, in which resolutions it has c?nstantly ur~ed 

'the importance of the problem of the manufacture of arms and the necessity ?f convemng 
a Conference as speedily as possible, and refers also to the numerous resolutions adopted 
by the Council on the same question; and 

" Requests the Council to exert its influence with ~he States. Members of the 
League of Nations in order to overcome the obsta?les W~Ich have hitherto prevented 
the holding of such a Conference, and thus make It possible to convene a Conference 
in the spring of 1929. " 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), Chairman of the Special Co_mmission,_ s~ated that, in 
spite of the pessimistic tone of the report adopted by the Specwl CommiSSI?n - a t~ne 
which was, to a certain extent, justifiable - there was nevertheless one pomt on which 
progress had been achieved. · 

He r.ccalled the fact that the work of the Special Commission had been based mainly 
on the Third Committee's report to the 1927 Assembly, and he read the following passage 
from this document : 

" The Committee was almost unanimous in considering that this solution might 
perhaps be sought in a Convention which, while subjecting private manufacture to 
supervision, would extend to State manufactvre such of the supervisory regulations 
as more particularly concern publicity; this would satisfy the non-producing countries, 
and at the same time would meet the wish of certain other countries that consideration 
should be given to the special conditions of State manufacture. " 

Up to its last meeting, the Commission had not been able to reach unanimity on the 
principfe in question. At the present moment, unanimity had been reached, but there were 
still differences of opinion as regards the extent of supervision and publicity, so much so that 
it had been thought impossible to submit a single text and to frame a preliminary draft, 
because this would not admit of the principal aim being attained, namely, the ratification 
of .the Convention on the Trade in Arms, which was delayed by the fact that the Convention 
on the Manufacture of Arms did not yet exist. 

The essential question for the moment was to know what action was to be taken; they 
could not sit with folded hands. The Committee's Rapporteur, M. Guerrero, had submitted 
a draft resolution asking the Council to use its influence with the States Members of the League 
i~ order to remove the obstacles which had prevented the Conference from meeting. He 
himself _further submitted to his colleagues the idea of convening the Special Commission 
anew, either before or after the next meeting of the Council. Perhaps at the end of three 
months, the distance between the various points of view would not be so great. 
. It had been t~ought that the next meeting of the Special Commission might commence 

simultaneously With that of the Preparatory Commission. The hopes expressed by the 
French rep~esentative on !he subject of this CoU?-mission had been somewhat dashed by Lord 
Cushendun s speech, and It was no longer certam that the Preparatory Commission would 
meet next winter. 

In any case, he asked the Committee to see what could be done to ensure the continuance 
of the work on the manufacture of arms. 

(The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.) 
(The Committee rose at 6.45 p.m.) 

SIXTH MEETING. 
Held on Saturday, September 15th, 1928, at 4.15 p.m. 

Chairman : Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

23. Prcparati?~ of a Draft Connmtion on Supen•ision of the PI"i\'ate ]\Ianufaeture and 
Puhh~1ty o~ the ~lanufa~ture _of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War 
(ContmuatiOn of the discussiOn) : Appointment of a Drafting Committee. 

M. SATO (Japan) said he agreed with what Count Bernstorlf had said the da before 
ads to the future work of the Special Commission and thought like him that th ky 1 d 

one should not be d d tl h ' • • e wor a rea y 

~F~~~s~r~tr~·sol~~of{~~:ft:~~1est:~: tLa?'a~h~~~n9~e~~ ~~r~~ncfe 1~ ~~!c~s: p~~~~;~~ 
clear whether the G t y delegate of Salvador, which did not make it quite 

Commission, and mer~T;r;~~~s:e~v:~~ ~~~~e:~~~ tV:e Coon~;~~~c~1~,0d~~~ub!i~~n~~n~~~ Special 
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The delegate of Japan suggested that the last paragraph of the draft resolution be 
redrafted as follows : 

" The Assembly, 
" Requests the Council to appeal to the States Members of the Leacrue of Nations 

with a view to submitting the differences of opinion to an exhausti~ examination 
on their part, and to contemplate another meeting of the Special Commission b€fore 
the next session of the Council in order that the Conference may be convened at the 
nearest possible date. " 
M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, did not think that stress should be laid upon the 

immediate necessity for solving the difficulties. 
A resolution for an enquiry into the private manufacture of arms had been adopted at 

the first session of the Assembly; it was only at the second ordinary session of the 
Assembly that, under this first head, supervision of the international trade in arms was 
added. It was an interesting fact that this second question was the first to be ready 
for submission to an international conference, while the supervision over private 
manufacture, prescribed by Article 8 of the Covenant, was still under discussion. 

The Special Commission had done its best to agrce upon a single text, but insuperable 
differences of views had arisen. 1\I. Guerrero thought that a way miqht be found to reconcile 
these difficulties, which related to two points : the classes of armaments to be included in 
the Convention and the degree of publicity to be required for State manufactures. 

These were fundamental differences and the speaker did not think the Third Committee 
was in a position to ask the Assembly to convene a Conference. A last attempt should be 
made and perhaps it might prove successful. The members who had objected to publishing 
the weights, numbers and value of State manufactures, as was provided for in the first draft 
Convention, had given no reason for their opposition and perhaps they might not persist 
in it. 

As regards procedure, M. Guerrero did not quite agree with M. Sato, and he thought 
the Chairman of the Special Commission should be asked to appoint a sub-committee which 
would make a final effort to reach an agreement on the questions outstanding. 

In conclusion, M. Guerrero urged that the public must not be allowed to think agreement 
was impossible on a question which everybody, and especially the League of Nations, had 
been exploring. 

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Guerrero if the committee he contemplated would have to be 
appointed at once. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, replied in the affirmative. 
The CHAIRMAN observed that the Special Commission included States which did not 

belon15 to the League of Nations. 
M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, did not think that was a decisive objection. 

The reservations expressed in the Special Commission were not personal opinions, but the 
utterances of the States through their delegates. 

On the other hand, it was impossible to ask the Council to convene an international 
Conference for spring 1929 unless the obstacles encountered by the Committee had first 
been eliminated. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not think his powers as Chairman of the Special 
Commission enabled him to appoint a sub-committee without consulting the Commission. 
This would mean first summoning the Special Commission, and he doubted whether the 
United States would be able to send a representative at once. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, said that, since the question had been brought 
before the Third Committee, the Chairman of that Committee could decide to appoint a 
sub-committee. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should take a decision with regard to 
M. Guerrero's proposal at the end of the discussion. 

M. JouHAUX (France) reminded the members that as, during the earlier stages of the 
work, he had displayed marked optimism, they must not accuse him of pessimism after 
hearing the statement which he was about to make. There was a right time for saying all 
things. 

The problem before the Third Committee was an important factor of the general question 
of disarmament, because there could be no security if complete freedom in the manufacture 
of arms and ammunition continued to exist. The phrase in Article 8 of the Covenant which 
had given rise to so much discussion had been inserted precisely because it was considered 
that the private manufacture of arms was liable to have dangerous effects upon the pea~e of 
the world. This consideration had led the Council to appoint the Temporary Mixed 
Commission which had got to work with youthful enthusiasm and possibly with too great a 
measure of' confidence. The first Chairman of that Commission showed the faith of its 
members. In his opening speech, he pointed out that the essential.ma.tter was not so much 
to embody principles in ~ t~xt as to endeavour to appl:'( those pn~ciples. It was alwa_ys 
possible to support a pnnciple and yet really oppose It by makmg the methods of Its 
application inoperative. . . . 

On examining the present situation, l\L Jouhaux had been led to the conclusiOn that, 
even U ·they had not retreated from their original position in regard to this question, 
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Governments had at any rate very much marked time. In his opin.ion, the dr~f~ Convention 
on the Manufacture of Arms somewhat resem~l~d the Peau d~ Chagrzn. The ongmal prop.osal 
drawn up bv the Temporary Mixed CommissiOn was possibly too complete and provided 
too many guarantees. That text had not, however, been accepted, and a se~o~d draft had 
been prepared, whic:h had also b~en cut d?wn considerably. What the CommissiOn now had 
before it was a considerably modified versiOn of that text. . . . 

"It was "true that Governments which formerly opposed publicity 111 regard to St~te 
manufacture had now agreed to this, but this apparen~ progres.s, instead of s~r.engthemng 
the Convention, had lessened its value from the pomt of view of supe~V!Sl~n. ~fter 
recognising the necessity of treating State and private manufacture on Ide~tJcal lines, 
although by difierent methods, the authors of the t.ext had endeavoured to giVe the fir~t 
place to publi~ity in regard to State manufacture, with the result that, m;der cover of tlus 
modest measure of publicity, private manufacture would recover a certam amount of the 
freedom of which the Convention deprived it. · . 

l\L Jouhaux stated that he could not accept the proposed text, because he considered 
that, by so doing, not only would the members of the C?~mittee .be ~a?e to look rather 
ridiculous, but they would be lying to themselves and deceivll1g pubhc op11110n. . 

Although he supported publicity in regard to State manufacture, he recogms~d the 
dificrence between State and private manufacture. State ma~ufacture of arn;s was 111 any 
case subject to a certain measure of supervision- though this might be thought 111adequate-
on the part of public opinion. . . 

lt waR alleged that private manufacture in the difierent countnes was also subJect to 
supervision, but certain recent events, which it was unnecessary to recall, .had sh~wn that 
this supervision was much too clastic, since private firms had been able, 111 certa111 cases, 
to supply arms and thus prolong wars, increasing the number of victims by tens of thousands. 
This fact should be borne in mind in drawing up a Convention on the Private Manufacture 
of Arms. 

Lastly, as l\1. Guerrero had reminded them, the question of the supervision of priv~te 
rna nufacture had been raised in principle by the Covenant and thus lay at the foundation 
of the whole structure of the League of Nations. This principle had led the Temporary 
Mixed Commission to draw up the Convention on the International Trade in Arms. That 
Convention existed, but it had not been ratified. When they accepted it, States manufacturing 
arms, recognising the legitimate claims put forward by importing States, assumed the moral 
obligation to accept a Convention on the Private Manufacture of Arms, which should serve 
to supplement the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and establish equality 
of treatment for all concerned. States were therefore under this moral obligation, which 
must not he forgotten, and the Committee was right in asking for positive, not fictitious, results. 

M. Jouhaux said that he desired to draw the Committee's attention to a certain point 
connected with publicity. It was considered desirable that the rules of publicity should 
be the same for private and for State manufacture. This publicity was originally to include 
three items : weight, number and value. It was later decided that publicity should be 
confined to value. 

As regards State manufacture, value might be a useful indication, since means existed 
for ascertaining this, such as parliamentary decisions and the budgets of the various States. 
Moreover, in the case of the State manufacture of arms, profits were excluded and the value 
represented the cost price. 

When dealing with private manufacture, it would be necessary to specify whether the 
value indica ted represented the cost price or the sale price. This point might give rise to 
disputes, suspicions and difficulties between the various States. As far as public opinion 
was concerned, therefore, the total value of privately manufactured arms was useless as an 
clement of publicity. 

M. Jouhaux also pointed out that, in the draft Convention, certain delegations had 
declared themselves against publicity in regard to aircraft, on the ground that it was difficult 
to distinguish ?ctween Civil and ~ilitary airc~a~t. He had taken part in many discussions 
on th.e matter m. the Temporary l\1Jxed CommissiOn and the experts had unanimously agreed 
that It was possible to distinguish between civil and military aircraft and also that it was 
ycry easy to convert civil into military aircraft. In contemplating the possibility ot war, 
It was always contemplated as consistin~ of chemical warfare and air warfare, and therefore 
to say that there should be no mention of aircraft in publicity with regard to armaments 
would mean th~t this publicity would be totally inadequate. Category II of the Convention 
on the Trade m Arms covered "arms and ammunition capable of use both for military 
and other purposes ". Aircraft certainly came under that heading. 

The Leagu~ of N~ti?ns had been created to combat war and to make it impossible, and 
":hcnc':er questiOns similar to that now occupying the Committee's attention were under 
lh.s~usswn, the possibil.ity o~ war was a priori raised. He did not see why, in the event of 
wm, ne~tral Sta.tes which might be threatened by war should be relieved of their obligations 
to publish particulars of the arms manufactured by them. Who was to decide whether 
ncutral.Sta~es were really threatened by war? If neutral States which were no longer under 
the. obhgatwn of publishing the statistics desired were thus able to furnish arms to the 
be!hgerents, the inclusion of a stipulation to this effect in a Convention was certainly not 
gomg to help to combat war. 

He therefore thought. that ~hey shoul? get. t.o work again. They could not claim to 
have drawn up a text wluch satisfied public opmwn, and it was to be feared that, if they 
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merely began _to discuss it again, without any further reYision, the same nega tiYe results 
would _be ohtamed. It was neces~ar~ to find out in the first place whether the members of a 
Committee enga~ed on work_ of tlus kmd were genuinely desirous of achieving definite resulls, 
o~ whether the mm of. certam deleg~1tes was not rather to put forward views conflicting one 
Wit_h another and malung th~ Committee's task an absolutely impossiblr one. This question, 
which .w~s of fu!ldam?ntal Import~nce from the moral standpoint, afTected, not only the 
CommissiOn deahng With the questiOn of the manufacture of arms, hut the wh'olc work• of 
the League of N~tions. Sincerity must not merely be displayed in drafting texts, hut in 
acts also; otherwise, a deadlock was inevitable. 

It would not do, however, to endeavour to atone for the absence of an International 
Disarmament Conference next year by convening an International Conference on the 
Manu~acture of ~~ms. The compensation would be somewhat meagre and was not likely 
to satisfy the legitimate demands of public opinion. 

Moreover, State manufacture, as referred to in the Convention to be concluded was 
intim~tely_ connected '~ith the question of State armaments, and it was only natura!' that 
on this pomt the question should be bound up with a Convention for the general limitation 
of armaments. He thought that, instead of replacing a general Disarmament Conference 
by a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms, it would be more advantageous to hold the two 
Con!erences at the same time or, better still, convene only one Conferen'ce, at which a special 
sectiOn would be reserved for the question of the manufacture of arms. In this way, a 
further Conference at a later date to co-ordinate the texts adopted at the earlier Conferences 
would be unnecessary. It was therefore advisable to connect up the two questions, which 
could quite easily be done. 

On the other hand, it might be said that, with regard to security, the pre para tory work 
had gone as far as it could go. The means were available and the only question to be 
con!>iderecl was whether they were going to be used. It was the essential duty of the League 
to see that they were used. Otherwise people would fail to understand the League's utility. 

In conclusion, M. Jouhaux expressed the wish that the question should be brought before 
the Assembly, and that the Commission's difficulties should be submitted to that body, to 
enable it to realise the important moral issues involved. He trusted that, with full particulars 
before it, the Assembly would be able to give precise indications lor the future course of the 
work and would record its opinion that the time had come to pass from words to deeds, in 
order that a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms, forming part of an international 
Disarmament Conference, might become a reality. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the report of Baron Rolin Jaequemyns on the subject 
of financial assistance to States victims of aggression had just been circulated. He thanked 
the Rapporteur for his promptness and expressed the desire to see the Commission come to a 
decision that day on the document, so that the Assembly might include the draft in its agenda. 

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said the speaker who had preceded him had dealt 
with one or two points on which the Special Commission had met with difficulties which 
appeared for the moment insuperable, one of which he had described as a point of capital 
importance, namely, the point which occurred in the remarks annexed to Article 5 (document 
A.43.1928). The first of those remarks was to the effect that certain delegations declared 
themselves against the inclusion of Categories I B, II B and IV in that article. Category 
IV was aircraft, and was divided into two headings : (1) aircraft, assembled or dismantled; 
and (2) aircraft engines. As representing his Government at the recent meeting of the Special 
Commission, he felt that he bore most, if not all, of the responsibility for that remark. His 
Government had started from the principle that it was impossible to discriminate between civil 
and military aircraft, and considered that it would be inappropriate, in a Convention which 
dealt explicitly with the manufacture of arms and munitions and implements of war, to restrict 
civil aviation, which was now being used in certain remote parts of the world to make life 
tolerable, if not actually possible. . 

The attention of the British Government had been drawn to the fact that there already 
existed a Category II, which referred to articles capable of use both for military and other 
purposes. That was true, but he submitted that that wa~ rather a differefolt ~ase. A refer~nce 
to the headings to that category would show that the articles referred to mit were essentially 
lethal weapons. On the other hand, aeroplanes were capable in peace-time of the most 
beneficient uses, and his Government felt that any attempt to hamper the aircraft industry 
might be a retrograde step. 

· He hoped however, to be able to dispel some of the gloom that had brooded over the 
discussion by ;aying that his Government, having reflected carefully on the discussions of the 
Special Commission, whil~ still maintaini~~ t~eir point of view ~nd r~ser~ing their dou~ts, 
were yet prepared, in the mterests of conc1hatwn, to agree to the mcluswn lD the ConventiOn 
of all aircraft under the same conditions as articles appearing in the other categories. 

There might be other points on which the views of the British Government might be 
modified but if as he understood, the Committee was not at present entering on a full 
discussi~n of thd terms of the Convention, it was perhaps unnecessary for him at the moment 
to go into them. 

M DE PALACIOS (Spain) said that since he had put his name down the debate had 
consid~rably developed. The delegate of France had raised the question of a fus~~n between 
the general Conference on Disarmament and the Conference on the SuperviSion of the 
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Manufacture of Arms. If this were a definite proposal, a prior que~tion would thereby 
be raised. The Spanish delegation did not object to that way of thmkmg, but, so far~ only 
two texts had been laid before the Committee, those by M. Guerrero and M. Sa to respectively, 
and he thought that they should confine themselves to those two do~u~ents. . · 

The general opinion seemed to be that there was no room for optlmis~. Differences .of 
opinion still persisted and had been mentioned in the report of th~ last sessiOn of the Specml 
Commission. Nor could they expect a sudden change of attitude on the part of the 
Governments. . 

They could request the Assembly to ask the Council to renew its efforts towar~s remo':mg 
the difficulties which had arisen, so that the Conference might assemble at the earliest possible 
date. . 

The Committee could not bind the Council, which must remain free to decide what 
action it should take. If it considered, as one might hope, the wishes of the Assembly, it 
would communicate once more with the Governments. What attitude would these adopt ? 
It is impossible to forecast, but the possibility of convening the Special Commission would 
depend on their answer. It was therefore impossible to foresee the date of the Conference 
on Supervision of Private Manufacture. . . 

The speaker had studied those problems for many years and he was m favour of the Idea 
of supervision, but he did not think it advisable to convene a Conference prematurely, for 
such action could be harmful to the prestige ot the League. 

M. Guerrero had said that the Comm1ssion could appoint a sub-committee, but the latter 
could do no more than submit a report to the Third Committee. The situation would, 
however, be the same in two days as it was that afternoon, nor was it probable that it would 
change between then and the following Friday. 

M. JouHAUX (France) wished to submit a draft resolution. He apologised for the hasty 
drafting of the text, and also for the necess'ty in which he was placed of having to ascertain 
the opinion of his delegation. The draft resolution contained the substance of M. Guerrero's 
and M. Sa to's proposals and it upheld the exist" ng connection between the two Conventions, 
while leaving the Council entirely free to decide the question ot convening a separate 
Conference i1 necessary. It was as follows : 

" The Assembly, 
" Considering that there is a connecting link between the general Convention on the 

Limitation of Armaments :md the Conventions on the international trade in and the 
manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war, 

" Requests the Council to send an appeal to the States Members of the League of 
Nations with the object of submitting the differences of opinion wh'ch emerged during 
the discussion of the draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition and 
of Implements of War to a careful examination which would enable a further meeting of 
the Special Commission to be called in order that the preparatory work of that Commission 
may be completed by the time of the convening of the !:(eneral Conference on 
Disarmament, and, failing such a general Conference, that a special Conference on the 
Supervision of the Manufacture of Arms may be held. " 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, was of opinion that the Committee was engaged in 
exhausting all possible burial formulre, for a similar text to that of M. Jouhaux had already 
been adopted by the Assembly in 1926. 

This text showed the connection between the question under discussion and the more 
general question of the reduction of armaments. In 1927, however, it was realised that this 
~ould lead to nothing and that agreement could perhaps be more easily reached on a relatively 
s1mple question- the supervision of private manufacture, for instance -than on the much 
more complex question of reduction of armaments. ·. 
. His conclusion was that M. Jouhaux's proposal went back to the state of things existing 
m 1926, and he could not therefore agree with M. Jouhaux. 

He also understood now that the convening of the sub-committee, which he had proposed 
would not serve any useful purpose. He noted the persistence of differences of opinion and 
the fact that none of the reservations had been withdrawn which occurred in the draft single 
text submitted to the Council. 

It was likewise useless to hope that the Council could convene a Conference for next 
year. 

. Under those conditions, the speaker concluded by expressing his intention of maintaining 
h1s first proposal, as ~?rrected by M. Sa to's amendment, for to go on speaking of a connection 
between the superVIsion of the manufacture of arms and disarmament would be the best 
means of delaying agreement on the question of the private manufacture of arms. 

Gene~al DE MARINIS (Italy) supported the draft resolution submitted by M. Jouhaux 
although Its text was not final. ' 

The text mentioned a connection between the question of the private manufacture of 
arms and the general disarmament question. He (the speaker) seemed to remember that at 
the last Assembly, a number of delegations had asserted the close relation which exi;ted 
between these two questions. 

M. Jouhaux's proposa!, moreover~ adopted that of the delegate of Japan, which had been 
supported b~ M. de PalaciOs, and Which he (the speaker) considered very sound. He could 
not see how m one and the same text one could say that fundamental differences of opinion 



-45-

existed and then go on to say that a Conference should be convened as quickly as possible. 
How could such differences of opinion be removed unless the Special Commission made a 
further study ? 

He therefore contemplated the con venin~ of the Special Commission a tthe earliest possible 
date before the next Council, and he was confident that it would succeed in its work. 

Hesaid that he had followed the whole of the work which had been done that year, and 
as a result he considered the pessimism which was shown during the debate entirely 
unjustified. There were deep differences of opinion a,mong the members of the Commission 
on the point whether State manufactures should be subject to supervision and publicity, but 
these differences no longer existed. On other questions complete agreement had not been 
reached, but these were far from being of equal importance. On one of them, indeed, the 
British delegation already shared the opinion of the Commission majority. They ought not, 
therefore, to give up hope of a possible agreement. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) pointed out the need, if it was desired that the Special 
Commission should meet once more, for a definite resolution to that effect. The date of that 
meeting depended on the agreement arrived at among the members of that Commission. 

He therefore suggested that a Drafting Committee should be elected for the purpose 
of submitting a text co-ordinating the various proposals submitted. 

The answer to the question whether there would be one Conference only or two could be 
deferred to a later date :it would perhaps be advisable to create a kind of emulation between 
the Preparatory Commission and the Spec:al Commission, so that one of these two Conferences 

· should be able to meet without waiting until the other had been convened. 

The CHAIRMAN said he would submit to the Committee before the ·end of the meeting 
the question of the election of a Drafting Committee. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) said that certain essential and welcome truths had emerged from 
the discussion : first, M. de Marinis's statement that fundamental divergences no longer 
existed; then the fairly widespread hope that if the Special Commission was to meet again, 
there was a chance that an agreement would be reached; and, finally, that it was premature 
to contemplate a date for the international Conference and even to consider at the present time 
the question whether this Conierence would be a special one or connected w1th the general 
Conference on Disarmament. 

He expressed the hope that this Conference woulq be able to meet at the end of 1929 
or at the beginning of 1930. Many 1deas were in the air. The best thing, therefore, wou1d 
be to form a sub-committee, composed of M. Guerrero, M. Sato and M. Jouhaux, to draw up 
a text and submit a formula for unanimous acceptance. 

M. LANGE (Norway) expressed the same doubts as M. Guerrero, and was of opinion 
that, if the problem was approached from the aspect indicated by M. Jouhaux, they would 
lay themselves open to disappointment. . . 

He admired the robust optimism of General de Marinis, who had stated even in 1926 that 
a close connection should be established between the two problems, thanks to which a speedy 
meeting ot the general Conference on the Reduction of Armaments might be hoped for. But, 
after the experience of the last two years, he could not feel convinced by the Italian 
representative's arguments. 

It was true that a connection did exist between the two problems, but it was also 
undeniable that the question of the supervision of the manufacture of arms could be solved 
independently of the general problem of disarmament. 

He had wished to express this opinion so that the Dratting Committee might clearly see 
that M. Guerrero's ideas were shared by some of his colleagues. If the point of v1ew developed 
in M. Jouhaux's amendment were urged, it would perhaps be difficult to arrive at satisfactory 
results. 

M. SATO (Japan) hoped that the date accepted by the Japanese delegation for the 
convening of the Special Commission -would be accepted by the other delegations. 

Hitherto the Japanese delegation had been criticised for its unyielding attitude. This 
year the position was different; in any event, however, the Japanese Government would, as 
always, co-operate in the future work of the Commission with all possible goodwill. 

M. JouHAUX (France) desired to define his idea and intentions. 
His proposal implied that the Special Commission could not meet until the Assembly 

had given an opinion on the matter under discussion, had indicated the lines on which this 
Special Commission was to work, and had made a solemn appeal to the Governments. 

He would point out that, directly the question of State manufacture had arisen, the 
question of the manufacture of arms had been bound up with that of disarmament. In point 
of fact, in speaking of State manufacture, they were speaking of the armaments of a State. 

If M. Lange feared that the Conference on the Manufacture of Arms would be postponed 
mdefinitely because the general Conference on Disarmament would not be held, he, for his 
part, might fear that a Conference on the Manufacture of Arms might be substituted for a 
general Conference on Disarmament. He further reminded the Committee that the last 
paragraph of Ius proposal ran as follows : " failing such a general Conference, that a special 
Conference on the Manufacture of Arms may be held ". 

He agreed to form part of a Drafting Committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee the appointment of which had been 
suggested by M. Motta should be composed of the following members : Count BERNSTORFF, 
M. GuERRERO, M. SATO and M. JouHAUX. 

The proposal was adopted. 

24~ Adoptifm of the Report and Draft Resolution concerning Financial Assistance to States 
Victims of Aggression (Annex 1). 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, submitted to the Committee his draft 
report and the following draft resolution : · · 

" The Assembly : 

" (1) Expresses its satisfaction with the work of the Committee on Arbitration a~d 
Security and the Financial Committee in connection with the scheme for finanCial 
assistance ; 

" (2) Requests the Cou~cil to invite the Financial Co!Ilmittee _to ~ontii!-ue the 
preparation of this scheme m the ~orm of a draft Convent~on, ~eanng !n mmd !he 
directions given in the report subm1tted to the Assembly at 1ts mnth ordmary sessiOn 
on behalf of its Third Committee; 

" (3) Expresses the hope that a full draft Convention, complete in all its details, may 
be submitted to the Assembly at its tenth ordinary session. " 

Perhaps, suggested the Rapporteur, the following paragraph might be added to the· end 
of the draft resolution : 

" Invites the Secretary-General to submit the draft Convention, as soon as it is 
prepared, to the Governments in order that they may give instructions to their delegates 
at the tenth ordinary session of the Assembly. " · 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) warmly supported the amendment proposed by the Rapporteur, 
since it clearly expressed the idea that the Governments were not yet pledged, and that they 
had merely to undertake to study the matter. 

General TANczos (Hungary) approved M. Motta's statement. 

Baron RoLIN JAE(!UEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that this addition confirmed 
what was already contained in the report, but that it was really not necessary, as the whole 
report was conceived in that spirit. 

M. HoLSTI (Finland) thought it his duty to thank the Special Commission and the 
Financial Comrni ttee for their work during the past year, in view of the fact that certain 
delegates had been good enough, at the previous meeting, to refer to the scheme for financial 
assistance as the " Finnish proposal ". A comparison of the work accomplished at that 
afternoon's meeting and the situation a year ago would show the extent of the progress realised. 

The report and draft resolution, with the amendment proposed, were adopted. 
(The Committee rose al 7 p.m.) 

SEVENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, September 17th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WrART (Belgium). 

25. Ado11tion of t!t~ Dmft Resolution relating to Supervision of the Private l\lanufacture 
and PubliCity of the l\lanufacture of Arms, and Ammunition and of Implements 
of War. 

~he CnAIR~AN opened the discussion on the following draft resolution, submitted by the 
Draftmg Committee : 

" The Assembly, 

" H~ving tak~n ?ote of t_he report and preliminary draft Convention drawn up by 
the Sp_ecial Comm1sswn appomted to prepare a draft Convention on the Supervision of 
the Pnvate Manufacture and Publicity ot the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition 
and of Implements of War; 

fl 
" Observing_ that the Commission has not yet found it possible to submit a single 

mal text as desued by the Assembly ; 
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" Affirming the urgent necessity of drawing up a Convention which, wlule placing 
non-producing and producing countries on an equal footing, would facilitate the 
ratification of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
in Implements of War, signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925; 

" Referring to its successive resolutions passed at each of its previous ordinary 
sessions, beginning with the first session in 1920, in which resolutions it has constantly 
urged the importance of the problem of the manufacture of arms and the necessity"for 
convening a Conference as speedily as possible; 

" ~onfirmir:g !he _fact that a connection exists bet:ween the general question oi the 
reduction and hm1tabon of armaments and the questiOn of the international trade in 
arms and also of that of the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war: 

" Requests the Council to make an appeal, at its present session, to the Governments 
represented on the Special Commission to examine carefully the differences of view 
revealed during the last session of the Commission, and to consider calling another meetincr 
of the Commission before the next Council session, in order that the work of th~ 
Commission may be completed as soon as possible and submitted to a special Conference, 
which would meet either at the same time as the general Conference for the Reduction 
and Limitation of Armaments, or at an earlier date. " 

M. LouDON (Netherlands) approved of the draft resolution submitted to the Committee, 
but he wished to move an amendment to it. It was pointed out, in the course of the discussion, 
by Count Bernstorff and General de Marinis among others, that some progress had been made 
and that reasonable optimism was justified. He thought some mention of this should be 
made in the resolution and that the following words should be added to the second 
paragraph 2 : " although the Commission agreed that the principle of publicity should extend 
to government manufactures ". 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not believe that the Drafting Committee would take 
any exception to that proposal. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) supported M. Loudon's proposal. 
The amendment was adopted. 

M. LouwERS (Belgium) noted that it was stated in the resolution that there was a 
connection between the general question of the reduction of armaments and the questioneof 
the international trade in arms. He did not dispute that view, but it should be clearly 
understood that the reservations made by the Belgian deh:qa tion on the question of the 
arms which should be subjected to regulations were not affected thereby. 

It was further stated in the draft resolution that the Assembly " requests the Council to 
send, during the present session, an appeal ... ". Should this be done before the end of the 
session ? 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), as the C.hairman oi the Drafting Committee, wished it to 
be understood that all reservations remained in force until the subject came·up 10r discussion. 
again. As regarded the passage referred to by M. Louwers, the speaker explained that the 
idea was that they should ask the present Council to make that appeal at the present session 
so that, thanks to that appeal, the Special Commission might arrive at a result in the course 
of its next session, which would take place in December or in January, according to the 
dec:sion which might be adopted as to the date and number of Council sessions. 

M. LouooN (Netherlands) was oi opinion that the essential point was to state that the 
Conference was to establish a Convention. This could be done by adding at the end of the 
last paragraph the words : "and which would establish a Convention providing for the 
supervision of private manufacture and for effective publicity with regard to the State 
manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war ". 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, supported this proposal, and, in regard to the 
first part of the last paragraph, presumed that the Council, in sending its appeal to the 
Governments represented on the Special Commission, would at the same time forward to them 
the Minutes of the last session of the Special Commission, in order that they might see txaclly 
what the differences of opi1uon were which had arisen. He thought that mention of this should 
be made in the report. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) had no objection. He said that, if the point raised by 
M. Loudon had not been brought out so explicitly in the resolution, it was because the Drafting 
Committee had thought that the first paragraph of the resolution was suflicient. He had no 
objection to the adoption of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the decision to adopt M. Loudon's first amendment was the 
right one, but he did not think it advisable to define too closely the terms of reference of the 
Special Commission, or its nature and task, for this might give rise to certain apprehensions 
on the part of the Governments represented. 

M. CABALLERO (Paraguay) supported M. Loudon's amendment, but he pointed out that 
it contained no provision in regard to the publicity of the private manufacture of arms, unless 
it was held that the word " supervision " also covered publicity. 
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M. LouDON (Netherlands) did not insist further on his amendment, since there seemed to 
be general agreement on the idea he had put forward. . . 

The draft resolution was adopted, with the proposed amendment zn the second paragraph. 

26. Adoption of the Report on the Work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security relating 
• to .Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant (Annex 2). 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, submitted his draft report .. He I_Uerely wJshed. to 
state that, in drafting it, he had taken account of what had been said dunng the discussiOn 
and, in doing so, he thought that the best way to procee~ was to quot~ as muc_h of the text as 
possible, otherwise he would have had to go into detmled explanations which would have 
added unduly to the length of his report. 

He noted that there had been some hesitation in regard to the last paragraph of t~e dr~ft 
resolution, in which the desire was expressed that other articles of the ~ovenant should hke:wise 
be examined. His attention had been called to the fact that the Chairman of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security had declared, at the close _of the third session, that the 
continuation of the Committee's work depended on a resolutiOn of the Assembly. 

He had therefore refrained from saying, as had been originally intended, " that the ot~er 
articles would be referred for examination to the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty 
in the course of its subsequent sessions ", and he had used somewhat less definite terms. If 
the Committee decided to adopt the vaguer formula of the draft resolution, it would be 
necessary to alter the end of the third paragraph, which read as follows : " substantial 
support in Article 13, paragraph 4, a thorough study of which should be undertaken at one of 
the next sessions of the Committee ", and to replace these words by : " which it would be 
desirable to study ". 

M. PAuL-BoNCOUR (France) expressed concern at the reasons adduced by M. Politis in 
support of the alterations in the draft, which he proposed on the strength of considerations 
of a rather perplexing nature. . 

They seemed to imply that the Committee on Arbitration and Security, which had been 
appointed within the Preparatory Commission, was not a permanent organ, and that the 
Preparatory Commission would not be entitled to refer to that body questions which it would 
be opportune or desirable to examine in view of the aims they were pursuing. If this 
interpretation were correct, it might tend to narrow down to a considerable extent the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security's terms of reference. 
· The speaker then read the following passage of the resolution adopted by the last 
Assembly, by which the Committee had been created : 

" 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 Armaments, and whose work must continue until the final 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. 

" Thi~ Committee :woul_d b_e placed at the Commission's disposal and its duty would 
be to consider, on the hnes mdicated by the Commission the measures capable of giving 
all States the _guarantees of arbitration and security ~ecessary 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 ~ction b~ the League. of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and 

co-ordmatmg special or collective agreements on arbitration and security; 
" In the system~tic p~eparat_ion of the machinery to be employed by the organs 

of ~he L~agu~ of NatiOns With~ VIew to enabling the Members of the League to perform 
their obhga twns under the vanous articles of the Covenant; 

" In ag~eements. which t~e St~tes. Members of the League may conclude among 
the~selves, _Irrespective of ~heir 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; 

. " And, further, i_n an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform 
1t of the measures wluch they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations 
under the_ Covenan_t, to su~port ~he Council's decisions or recommendations in the event 
of a c?nfhct b~eakmg out m a gi_ven region, each State indicating that, in a particular 
~ase, _e1the~ all Its force_s, or a certam part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith 
mtervene m the conflict to support the Council's decisions or recommendations. " 

The conclusion M. Paul-~oncour drew therefrom was that the Committee's programme 
~~l~fn~~~~!i~~~oh~~~ehe~siv~ ~~~re ~nd that, however hard they might have worked, they 
impression that the Pre;:r ~us e C 1 · .t ~ould therefore be highly undesirable to create an 
measures calculated to faci~~~~ i~n:a~~-swn could be deprived of the means to study the 
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T~e speaker h~ld ~he opinion, no doubt shared by many of his colleagues, that the 
Comnuttee on _ArbitratiOn and Security should be put in a position to pursue its work 
concurrently With the work of the Preparatory Commission. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) stated that M. Politis had drawn his attention to words 
which he, M. Benes, had said in one of the Committee's debates. These words might lead to 
a wrong inference. They were as follows : 

" We do not know whether the Assembly will entrust other work to us: but, in ~ny 
case, we have completed the tasks which so far have been assigned to us. " 
The delegate of Czechoslovakia would not like the inference to be drawn from his words 

that he himself was of opinion that the programme entrusted to the Committee had been 
exhausted. He had merely wished to convey : (1) that certain concrete questions calling 
for immediate settlement had been settled; (2) that the other questions for discussion would 
be examined as and when the Council and the Assembly so decided. 

The speaker further pointed out that it was beyond doubt - and the Minutes of the 
proceedings bore him out - that, in the intention of those who recommended the creation 
of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, that Committee was to remain in existence as 
long as the Preparatory Commission itself. 

He wished to offer a third and last remark : the principal questions earmarked for 
examination this year had been dealt with, although some questions which had not yet been 
sufficiently studied had been reserved for a later session. In the course of last year's debates 
a new session of the Committee had been contemplated, but no final decision had as yet been 
adopted on that point. 

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Paul-Boncour whether the explanations given by M. Benes 
seemed to him satisfactory. · 

M. PAuL-BONCOUR (France) replied in the affirmative. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, was also satisfied with M. Benes' explanations, which 
had made clear that the Committee had not finished its work, that it was not dissolved and that 
it was still a durable, if not a permanent, organ. 

He would like to have one point very definitely fixed to prevent any confusion later, 
namely, that the Committee on Arbitration and Security, bemg a Committee appointed by the 
Preparatory Commission, did not require an Assembly vote or instructions from the Council 
in order to continue its work, but simply a decision of the Preparatory Commission. • 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) said that this was quite in accordance with precedent. 
The Preparatory Commission had appointed the Committee on Arbitration and Security 

and had settled the Committee's original programme of work at its first meeting. It was, 
therefore the business of the Preparatory Commission to give instructions to the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security and indicate the lines on which its work should be eontinued. 

General TANczos (Hunl5ary) thought that, if this point of view were adopted, the original 
text of M. Politis' report might stand. 

He desired to ask what would be the membership of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security in the future. 

M. BENEs (Czechoslovakia) replied that it was for the Council to determine the 
composition of the Preparatory Commission and, consequently, of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the resolution adopted at the last ordinary 
seasion of the Assembly laid down that the Committee should consist ot representatives of 
all the States which had seats on the Commission and were Members of the League, 
the other States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so desired. 

M. Pouns (Greece), Rapporteur, thought it would be best to keep to the original text 
of his report. In that case, the end of the draft resolution would have to be brought into 
line with his dratt. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) did not think that, in the ordinary course, it was for 
the Assembly or the Council to fix the date of the meetings and settle the agenda of the 
Committee oi1 Arbitration and Security. The Committee had been brought into being by the 
Preparatory Commission and was under that Commission. It should not take instructions 
from more than one quarter. 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland)·was glad to see that all doubts had been removed as to the 
existence of the Committee, and that it remained an instrument at the disposal ot the 
Preparatory Commission. 

That being the case, the last part of the resolution, which had been intentionally drafted 
in somewhat vague terms, would have to be made more definite. The passage ran: 
"recommends that a study should be undertaken of the other articles of the Covenant ... ", 
without stating to whom the recommendation was addressed. It would have to be made 
clear that it was to the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) thought that the wording of the third paragraph 
of the report should be altered. Moreover, he did not approve of the amendment proposed 

.\. 
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for the last sentence of the resolution. He took the view that the decision here belonged to 
the Preparatory Commission. It was therefore unnecessary for the Assembly_to recommend 
that the study should be made by the Committee on Arbitration and Secunty. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that there was some disagreement among members of the 
Committee, since the amend~ent to the report, which had been dropped by its author, was 
now taken llP by Baron Rohn Jaequemyns. 

' M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said he had submitted a new wording to meet the 
wishes expressed by several members of the Committee, but that he personally would prefer 
to keep the original wording. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) suggested that the third paragraph of the report should end 
as follows : 

" ... A thorough study of which should be embarked upon as soon as possible." 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) suggested that this comparatively unimportant drscussion 
might end. He gathered that they were all agreed that it w~s for the ~rep~ratory 
Commission to decide in the last instance and to instruct the Commrttee on Arbrtra tron and 
Security. 

Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) proposed a version which should follow the Rapporteu~'s 
suggestions and not only recommend that a study be undertaken but also make a defimte 
assumption that it would be undertaken, and he suggested that the last paragraph of the 
resolution be amplified as follows : 

" In conclusion, approves the study to be undertaken of the other articles of the 
Covenant, the conscientious and full application of which ... " . 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee adopt the wording submitted by M. von 
Simson for the end of the third paragraph of the report : 

" ... A thorough study of which should be embarked upon as soon as possible. " 
M. von Simson's amendment was adopted. · 
M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, asked whether the resolution would also have to be 

amended. 
The CHAIRMAN thought it would be enough if the discussion which had taken place 

were mentioned in the Minutes. Especially now that M. von Simson's suggestion had been 
adopted, the logical inference was that it would be the business of the Preparatory Commission 
to submit the question to the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

The draft resolution was adopted without amendment. 
M. LANGE (Norway) observed that M. Politis, in his report, had touched on the important 

question of sanctions in connection with compulsory arbitration. In refutation of the 
Rapporteur's doctrine, which was well known, he (M. Lange) had laid before the Assembly 
last year certain historical facts in support of the opposite view. .While protesting that 
he had an entirely open mind on the subject, he thought it would perhaps be premature to take 
up a position at the present moment. 

At any rate, as he found in the report signs of a doctrine which he could not approve, he 
suggested that the words in paragraph 3 : " In the absence of a complete system of sanctions ", 
should be deleted. . 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, repeated the arguments he had already more than once 
developed, which were based on his conception of the social organisation of States; he refused 
to believe that Governments would be more gentle and angelic than men in the most highly 
policed societies were. Just as there was no domestic system which did not include means of 
enforcement, he did not see how mternational justice could be organised without the principle 
of obligation being some day strengthened by a procedure for enforcement. 

_In any case, if l\~. Lange an~ he had been unable to agree, it was because they were 
lookmg at the questiOn from drfierent angles. M. Lange had indeed said, at the last 
Assembly, that he did not know of any single case in which an arbitral award had not been 
carried out, and that he did not see the necessity for means of enforcement, but the awards 
in question were awards under a system of optional arbitration, submitted to by agreement. 
He _him~elf had al~~ys contended_ that, t_hough sanctions were not necessary in- optional 
arbrtrahon, the posrt10n was very drfferent m compulsory arbitration where the award might 
be given long after the States had pledge~ them~elves to resort to j~dgment. 

In any case, he thought M. Lange m1ght qmte well accept the words he wished to have 
delete?, for the vi_ew ~hey expresse~ was not sponsored by the Assembly, but only by the 
Com~ttee on Arbrtrat10n and S~cunty. The members of the Committee on Arbitration and 
~ecunty had come to the conclusiOn t~at compulsoiJ:" arbitration needed something to support 
rt, and they thought that suppor~ mrght be found m a system of sanctions. The fact was, 
ho":ever, that no such system exrsted. But the members of the Committee thought that if 
Article 13, paragraph 4,_ of the Coven~nt were brought into play and if, by careful study, 
t~ey cou!d deduce fr?m rt measures which the_ Council could propose to the various countries 
wrth a VIew to ensunng the o~scrva~ce o~ arbrtra~ and judicial awards, they might secure the 
ass~nt o_f a number of C?untnes whrch drd not wrsh to submit their disputes to compulsory 
arbrtratron unless sanct10ns were provided. 
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In other words, pending the establishment of a more complete system of sanctions, there 
was still something to go on in Article 13 of the Covenant; the whole of the League machinery 
might be brought into operation in the event of an arbitral award not being carried out. 
That was all the report said. It merely recorded a fact. As long as that fact was not denied, 
he thought that the passage objected to by M. Lange should not give rise to any criticism. 

M. LANGE (Norway) did not press his point, but maintained his reservation. reaardi~cr a 
phrase which seemed to express a not altogether wise ,iew. "' 

0 

At the same time, he questioned the acruracy of some of the historical facts referred to 
by M. Politis. Among the cases to which he himself had alluded were cases of compulsory 
arbitration. The United States Constitution provided no sanction against the several States 
of the Union, though as between them there was compulsory arbitration. 

He did 1!-ot den~ that it might be necessary to establish a system of sanctions some day, 
but, so far, history did not demonstrate the necessity of such a system, which ffiiaht even have 
cer~in. disadyantages .. He did not press for the deletion of the passage,

0 
but simply 

mamtamed his reservatiOn. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) wished to make a request of the Rapporteur. The latter had been 
good enough, after an argument which took place at the last meeting between the 
representative. of Germany and M. Sokal himself, to insert in the report a resolution adopted 
by the Comnnttee on Arbitration and Security. Immediately before that, M. Politis spoke 
of the ideas embodied in the Introductory Note to the report, and linked them with the 
resolution adopted by the Committee by the words : " they were adopted in principle." 
The transition trom the Introductory Note to the resolution was not so smooth as this sentence 
might suggest. 

It would perhaps be necessary to point out that between the Introductory Note and the 
adoption of the resolution there was a discussion, and to realise this they had only to recall 
M. Benes' words at the last meeting after the argument between the representatives of 
Germany and Poland. . 

He hoped that the German delegate, who was originally responsible for the insertion of 
·this resolution, would agree that a summary of M. Benes' remarks ought to be put in the 
report in order properly to reflect the situation. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested the adoption of the following wording, which 
would meet M. Sokal's objection : . . 

" They gave rise to a detailed discussion in which two currents of opinion emerged, 
one emphasising the degree of security afforded by the Covenant and the other affirming 
its inadequacy. Finally, the Committee adopted a resolution in the following terms . " 

M. SoKAL (Poland) said he was satisfied. 
The draft report was adopted with this amendment and M. von Simson's amendment to the 

third paragraph. 

27. l\lodel Treaty to strengthen the l\Ieans for Preventing War (Official Journal, August 1928, 
pag~ 1209) : Discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, according to the Introductory Note, it had only been possible 
to give the draft model Treaty a first reading, and that the Committee, when submitting the 
model to the Governments, had asked them to give their delegates to the Assembly the 
necessary instructions in order that the matter might be further considered. 

He therefore assumed that the delegations were in a position to state what instructions 
they had received. 

M. SATO (Japan) said he had expressed the opinion of his Government with regard to the 
German Suggestions during the third meeting ot the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
That opinion remained unaltered, and he still believed that the acceptance of the Suggestions 
would unduly restrict the freedom of action of the Council, which should be left a free hand to 
decide what measures should be taken in times of emergency, these measures varying according 
to the nature of the situations to be met. To lay down beforehand definite and rigid measures 
that the Council must take might lead to the very opposite result to that which was desired, 
namely, the maintenance of peaceful relations. 

The Japanese delegation felt i~ woul<;I ~e impossible to apply Articl~s.l and 2 of th_e .Treaty 
rigorously without at t~e sa_me time ralSlng_ the whole problem ?f m1h~r~ supervis~on, on 
which it seemed impossible m the present circumstances to attam unannmty. Durmg the 
earlier discussions a certain number of delegations had expressed the view that the 
conservatory mea;ures proposed were valueless except so far as their execution could be 
assured whilst other States had held that supervision would be ineffectual and impracticable. 
That dffference of opinion still seemed to subsist. . . . 

With regard to Articles 3, 4 and 5, ~e thought that such operatiOns would m pra.ctlce 
meet with such terrible difficulties that It was doubtful whether they could be effectively 
carried out. Moreover those measures implied the existence or the establishment ot a 
detailed and rigorous ~ilitary supervision, which was open to the objections he had just 
mentioned. 
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On the other hand, merely to give the Council the right to see to the .o~servatio!l and 
enforcement of measures, if need were, was not sufficiently drastic and exphc1t to attam the 

end in view. - d d 1 T t tt f All these objections made the adoption of the pro_pose mo e rea Y a rna er o 
difficulty, but if the Committee was in favou~ of i~ adoption, the Jap_anese Governme~t had 
no lntention, in view of the provisions contam~d m Article 6, ~f puttmg any obstacle m ~he 
way of the r.ealisation of the scheme, ":hich aimed at the mamtenance of peace, a motive 
with which his Government was wholly m sympathy. 

General DEMARINIS (Italy) said he shared_ the v~ews exp_ressed by~- Sato. T~e _l~alian 
delegation had on many occasio!ls express~d 1ts pomt of VIC'! regardmg the poss.Ibihly of 
applying certain provisions mentiOned m this Treaty. It considered that t?e _adoptiOn of the 
draft Treaty presented grave difficulties, which might place the Council m an «Wkward 
predicament when carrying out its task. . . 

However, his delegation would not oppose the acceptanc~ of the d!aft, as 1t was ~e1t:ly 
a suggestion for a treaty, and was open_to those who felt that 1t was desirable to accept Il, the 
rest retaining complete freedom of action. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, said he would not enter again into 
details which had already been adequately discussed in the ·committee on Arbitration and 
Security. 

An essential poin~ of the third German Suggestion, he sai_d, was ~he ref_erence. to a. kind 
of compulsory armistice. It had been genera!Jy felt that tlus questiOn might give n_se to 
difficulties still greater than those now feared by some of the delegates. A draft of Article 3 
had therefore been prepared referring, not to an armistice, but to an undertaking to adopt the 
measures suggested by the Council. To have gone into details would have been a matter of 
some delicacy and the idea was set aside. . 

It was probably because the reference to enforcement had been couched in very moderate 
terms that those of the delegates who had expressed apprehensions had likewise displayed 
much moderation, and had stated that, although their Governments would probably not adhere 
to such a Convention, it was quite possible that other States might accept Conventions of such 
a kind. 

He. pointed out that this was not an open Protocol. The draft submitted to the 
Committee had been prepared with the same idea as the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual 
assistance. It was a model Treaty, and States had the option of varying its terms; this was 
inaeed what would generally happen. Even if the draft were formally accepted by the 
Assembly, it would not be binding upon any Government. Each Government would merely 
give its moral approval, declaring that it might be well to sign such a Treaty under certain 
circumstances. 

This removed all cause for objections of a general nature. 
Reference had just been made to supervision, and one of the Japanese delegate's 

objections appeared to be that Articles 1 and 2, on the one hand, and 3, 4 and 5, on the other, 
implied supervision. On the contrary, that idea had been discarded, and a reference to the 
explanations in the Introductory Note would show that supervision was one of the very 
questions that had given rise to protracted discussion. The Polish delegation had, indeed, 
proposed a text differing from that which had been adopted, and worded as follows : 

" The High Contracting Parties, considering that the provisions referred to above 
will not be efiective unless accompanied by a system of prompt control, undertake 
forthwith to conform to such measures of supervision as may be applied by the direction 
of the Council. " 

That text had not been accepted. 
He referred to the actual text of Article 4, which was very different and contained no 

refer~nce to " sup~rvision ". States w~i.ch pledged thems~lves by such Conventions might 
provide for a certam measure of supervlSlon, but the draft Itself was_ not intended to convey 
that idea definitely. 

Another question which had given rise to discussion was that of the Council's vote. It 
had been decided to introduce into the Convention an article stating definitely that : 

" ~n the cases refer!ed to in Articles 3 an_d 4, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
to act m a_ccordance With the recommendatiOns of the Council, provided that they are 
concurred m by all the members other than the representatives of the Parties which have 
engaged in hostilities. " 

Some members of the Committee thought that it would be reasonable to apply this proviso 
to Article 1 in the case of a dispute in which hostilities had not broken out· but mature 
consideration would suggest that t_h~s. idea was somewhat overbold and contrary to the spirit 
of the Covenant. As long as hostilities had not _broken out, it was obvious that the type of 
treaty proposed could not lay down th~t the parties should not have a share in the discussion. 
That would, on the other hand, be qUite natural if hostilities had actually broken out 

. Lastly, he referred to sub-paragraph (e) of the Introductory Note, which had· been 
disc~ssed at some length. It stated that ·: the Committee did not feel that it could accept 
the 1~ea of a general protocol open to the signature of all States ". The proposal, therefore, 
was s1mply to ado_Pt a. model which any Governments desiring to do so might adopt b t whi h 
would lay no obhgatwn upon the others. ' u c 
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Consequently, he felt t~at all States might consent to the submission of this model Treaty 
to the Assembly, and he Wished to emphasise this point, which he thought should secure 
the unreserved assent of all the delegates. 

M. BENE~ (Czechoslov~kia) ~dmitted that the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
had fully realised all the ~rfficultles offered by the draft Treaty, observed that Baron Rolin 
Jaequemyns had now agam emphasised the character of the proposal before th~ CommiStee 
~nd specified the e;xact ~ature of the draft. There was thus no question of a protocol, and, 
m reply to a. qu~stlon raised by the Chairman at the opening of the discussion, he (M. Bene~) 
state~ that, m vrew of the n_on-contentious character of the proposal, he thought that it was in 
no Wise necessary to submit the German Suggestions to the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security for a second reading. He was convinced that further study, however exhaustive, 
could not be productive of modifications likely to remove the difficulties which had been 
anticipated. · 

The Hon. A. CADOGAN (British Empire) said it would be remembered that, when the 
question first came before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, Lord Cushendun had 
expressed various misgivings in regard to the provisions of the draft Treaty, and as he saw 
that the resolution submitted by the Committee on Arbitration and Security " requests the 
Secretary-General to forward the said model ... to the Governments in order that they may 
give the necessary instructions to their delegations at the Assembly ", he felt bound to say 
one word to explain that, if they now let this draft pass in silence, it must not be taken as 
indicating any real change of mind on the part of the British Government. On the contrary, 
after careful consideration, they still had certain misgivings about certain provisions in the 
draft. They, were, in point of fact, not yet convinced of the necessity or the utility of such a 
model Treaty and he could not hold out any prospect of their being able to sign a document of 
the kind. On the other hand, they were assured in the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
- an as~urance which had been repeated and referred to in that Committee - that the 
document was in the nature simply of a model for, as it were, the assistance of those 
Governments who wished to enter into such a Treaty. Therefore it was unnecessary for them, 
perhaps, to criticise the terms of a Treaty which other Governments or groups of Governments 
might find useful. If in the past they had joined in criticising the terms of the draft, he wished 
to emphasise that they only joined to that extent in the framing of the Treaty, and it must not 
be taken to mean that they were convinced of its necessity or utility- at all events, as regards 
his own country. • 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France), before giving the opinion of his delegation, wished to lay 
stress on the fact that the observations of the British delegate came to the same thing as had 
been said by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, namely, that the proposed text was merely a 
suggestion to such Governments as might consider it desirable to affix their signatures thereto. 
They need therefore have no misgivings and, as M. Benes had just pointed out, all the 
delegates might confidently refer this Treaty with the others to the Assembly for its approval. 

Like all the other treaties, this was merely a model put before the Governments, which 
might or might not see fit to use it. Nevertheless, its strictly optional character in no way 
detracted from the importance of the general work of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security. These drafts derived their full value, not only from the collaboration of eminent 
jurists who had drawn them up, but also from their powers of attraction. By the mere fact 
of their existence, they served as a kind of propaganda and as a stimulus to the conclusion of 
other similar agreements. 

Moreover, in many cases, a Treaty of this type concluded between two or more adjacent 
States would provide a certain amount of safeguard to each side. 

He ventured to think that Baron Rolin Jaequemyns, in his desire to allay all 
apprehensions, had perhaps to some extent restricted the scope of Article 3, by laying stress 
on the fact that it contained no reference to an armistice. The word had indeed been avoided 
for legal reasons, and because, in international law, an armistice itself involved consequences 
on which they did not wish to lay particular stress. 

He was glad to find, however, that the essential idea of an armistice reappeared in 
Article 3. The importance of this article lay in the fact that States which signed such a Treaty 
bound themselves in advance to agree to a cessation of hostilities or the evacuation of any 
place which might have been occupied. That was an extremely valuable provision, and it 
would be an injustice if the Committee did not express its utmost gratitude to the German 
delegation, on whose initiative this model Treaty had been evolved, embodying one of the 
most vital provisions of the Protocol. 

M. voN SrMsoN (Germany) said that he appreciated the moderation and court~sy with 
which the delegates of Japan, Italy and the British Empire had expressed their views; he 
nevertheless regretted that these delegates still felt doubts as to the efficacy of the model 
Treaty recommended. 

He thanked M. Paul-Boncour for his statement. 
The opinion of the German Government !md not changed, and M. von ~imson thou~ht 

there was no point in restating it. He only Wished to reply to M. Sa to regardmg .one defirute 
point. M. Sato had said that his Government did not think it desirable to limit the powers ~f 
the Council. But there was no question of any such limitation in the Treaty. The Council 
remained absolutely free to do what it wished, or eyen to do nothin~ at all. It was only the 
contracting parties who undertook to conform to 1ts recommendations. 
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The speaker regretted that his original draft should have been some~vh~t mutila~efd ;he 
would not, however, press this point, but would accept the model Treaty I~ I s presen orm. 
He associated himself with M. Benes's and M. Paul-Bonco~r's request that this ~raft should not 
be referred to the Committee on Arbitration and Secu~Ity for a ~econdhre~mg, ~ut sh:u~~ 
immediately be submitted to the Assembly. They might submit to t e ~sem Y a ra 
resolution similar to that adopted in the case of the Treaties of non-aggressiOn and mutual 

assistance. · I f ·g t e The speaker also explained that the present Treaty was not a protoco open or SI na ur 
by all Governments. ld b d' tl 

He reminded the Committee that the practical value of such a Treaty wou e uec .Y 
proportionate to the number of contracting parties, and he expressed the hope that this 
Treaty would be signed by a large number of States. 

M. SATO (Japan) wished to explain the attitude of his Government in order to avoid 
any misunderstanding. 

The Japanese Government had studied thr draft ~n qu~stion very carefully and had only 
issued instructions to its delegate after mature consideratiOn. . 

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had stated that Articles 1, 2 and 3, and even Articles 4 and 5, 
did not in any way imply the idea of supervision. But the Japanes~ G?vernment tho?ght 
that the question of supervision arose indirectly through the very application of these articles. 

For instance under Article 1 the contracting parties undertook to accept and apply 
provisional reco~mendations by _the Council. . If, notwiths_t~nding this ~n~ertaking, they 
failed to apply these recommendations, the question of superviSion would anse m regard to the 
application of this article. The same applied to the other articles. 

In Article 4 it was said that the contracting parties undertook to lend themselves to any 
action which might be decided upon by the Council with a view to ensuring the observance of 
the measures and recommendations adopted by the Council. 

Now, this word " ensuring " had been adopted as the result of long discussions. They 
had, indeed, wished to avoid all idea of supervision and yet provide for the execution of the 
recommendations. It was said that the Council was to be vigilant. As a matter of fact, this 
article could not be applied without supervision, and the Japanese Government, since it was 
unable to accept the idea of supervision, had been obliged to declare frankly that it could 
not approve of this article. 

M. von Simson had stated that Article 1 and the following articles did not limit the 
Co,uncil's freedom of action. Since, however, the parties undertook to conform to the 
recommendations of the Council, the Council would be obliged to recommend the adoption 
of one course or another; it would have to take some kind of action, and the Japanese 
Government thought that this was putting on the Council too heavy a responsibility. 

Baron Rolin Jaequemyns had said that they were only concerned with a model Treaty. 
The Japanese Government was afraid that this model would he converted, like others, into 
a protocol open to the signature of all States -and that, it would be unable to accept. If, 
however, the Treaty remained a model, his Government would find it very much easier to 
support the proposal which had been made, particularly since it was prepared to adopt it as 
a Treaty open to the signature of all States under the .provisions of Article 6. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, wished to point out that there was a 
fundamental difference between the model arbitration Conventions and the Treaties of non
aggression and mutual assistance. In the case of the former, they were certainly considering 
the question of opening forthwith a protocol for signature. In the case of the model Treaties 
of non-aggression and mutual assistance, they merely had before them model treaties, that is 
to say, draft texts which might be used for the conclusion of a treaty. The model Treaty 
drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Security to strengthen the means of preventing 
war belonged to the latter class . 

. The speaker recalled the resolution which had been prepared in connection with the 
reference_ to the Assembly of the model Treaties of non-ag~ression and mutual assistance. 
A very Similar resolution might be adopted in the case of the Treatv under discussion the 
text running as follows : " ' 

" The Assembly, 
" Having noted the model Treaty for strengthening the Means of preventing War, 
" And convinced that its adoption by a large number of States would contribute 

towards strengthening the guarantees of security, -
" Recommends it for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the 

League of Nations; and . 
" Hopes that it may serve as a basis for States desirincr to conclude treaties of this 

sort. " " 

_The text which the speaker had just read showed that it had been their endeavour to 
r~r~~h a useful model.. I_f the Committee shared this view, it might agree on a draft resolution 
wo~IIs sense for_ submiSSI~n. to the Assembly, and, in this event, Baron Rolin Jaequemyns 

d draw. up his report g1vmg a summary of the conclusions arrived at during the discussion 
(The general discussion was closed.) - . ' 
(The meeting rose at 7.35 p.m.) 



-55-

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, September 18th, 1928, at 4 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

28. Adoption of the Report concerning Supervision of the Private l\lanufacture and Publicity 
of the l\lanufacture of Arms and Ammunition and of Implements of War (Annex 3). 

. General DE MARINI~ (Italy) poi~ted out that the second paragraph of the draft report 
did ~o.t seem to.tally With the wordi~g of the draft Convention drawn up in 1927. In the 
prov~swns unamm~usly app:oved, thi~ preliminary draft did not, as stated in the report, 
provide for. th~ sup.er':lSlon of pnvate manufacture and publicity for Government 
manufacture! .with details. m the latter case regarding the number, weight and value of arms 
and ammumtwn and of Implements of war ". 

M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Rapporteur, admitted the truth of M. de Marinis's criticism 
and agreed that the second paragraph and the beginning of the third paragraph should read 
as follows : 

" At its first session, held in March-April 1927, the Special Commission drew up 
a preliminary draft Convention. 

" This draft was taken as the basb of discussion " etc. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thanked the Rapporteur and said he was still an optimist, 
provided the delegates did not take up too irreconcilable an attitude at the second reading. 

M. SATO (Japan) had meant to raise the same point as General de Marinis, but as the 
Rapporteur was willing to amend his report, there was no need for him to add anything. 

The report thus amended was adopted. 

• 
29. Adoption of the Repo1·t and Draft Resolution relating to the l\lodel T1·eaty to strengthen 

the l\leans for preventing War (Annex 4). 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, read his report and the following 
draft resolution : 

" The Assembly, 
" Having noted with satisfaction the model Treaty to strengthen the Means for 

preventing War framed by the .Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
" Highly appreciating the value of this model Treaty, especially if it were adopted 

by a large number of States; 
" Recommends it for consideration by States Members or non-Members of the League 

of Nations; and 
" Hopes that it may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude a treaty of this 

kind. " 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) reminded them that his "Government had submitted the 
proposals which gave rise to this draft Treaty in the intention of strengthening the means 
of preventing war or, in other words, of increasing security. 

The delegate of Germany thought that none of the other model Treaties proposed by 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security would provide as much security as a convention 
of this kind, provided it were adopted by a large number of States . 

. He congratulated the Rapporteur on the admirable clearness of his report and asked him 
whether it would not be possible to insert in the resolution regarding the dratt Treaty the same 
passage as occurred in the reso~ution on draft Treaties of mutual assis~ance, and to .say that 
the adoption of such a convention by a large number of States would mcrease secunty. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, declared himselt in entire agreement 
with M. von Simson's suggestion for the insertion in the resolution regarding the draft Treaty 
of mutual assistance of a clause stating definitely the salutary efiect these Treaties might have 
in the sphere of international security. 

He therefore proposed that this part of the resolution should read as follows : 

" Highly appreciating the value of this model Treaty; 
" Being convinced that its ~do~~ion by a large number of States would serve to 

increase the guarantees of secunty. 

The Hon A CADOGAN (British Empire) considered that, in view of what had been said 
about the draft ~odel Treaty on various occasions by the British representative, it was a little 
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difficult for him to concur in the amended resolution which meant that the A~sembly was 
convinced that the adoption of the model Treaty would contribute l~rgely to secunty. He w~s 
afraid the amendment was rather in conflict with several observatrons that had been made m 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security. If, however, he found him~elt in a minority ~f 
one on the point, he would do nothing to obstruct the proposed resoluti~n, bll:t he ~op~d rt 
would be remembered, ir the resolution was passed, that the British delegation still marntarned 
a certain mental reservation as to the real value of the model Treaty. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) associated himself with the tribute paid by the representative of 
Germany to Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' very clear statement. . . 

He questioned whether it was desirable to summarise the Introductory Note, srnce rt 
would, he thought, prove as valuable to the Governments receiving the Convention as the 
text of the Treaty itself. Nevertheless, if the Rapporteur considered that this summary 
should be inserted, he would not oppose this provided it was understood that the Introductory 
Note would accompany the draft text. M. Sokal further asked the Rapporteur to embody 
in the summary the followinq passage from the Introductory Note containing the text of a 
Polish amendment to the Treaty : 

" The High Contracting Parties, considering that the provisions referred to above 
will not be effective unless accompanied by a system of prompt control, undertake 
forthwith to conform to such measures ... as may be applied by the direction of the 
Council. " 
With reference to the proposal that stress should be laid in the final resolution on the 

additional guarantee of security afforded by the model Treaty, the speaker took exactly the 
same view as the British delegate and was obliged to make the same reservations. 

Referring to the words at the end of the report : 
" The Third Committee unanimously decided to submit the model Treaty in question 

for the approval of the Assembly ", 
he thought this was going too far, for the model Treaty with its Introductory Note was being 
submitted to the Assembly only for transmission to the Governments. 

. Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, proposed that the part of the report 
JUSt referred to by M. Sokal should be amended as follows : 

" The Third Committee unanimously decided to submit the model Treaty in question 
to the Assembly. " 

M. SoKAL (Poland) agreed to this amendment. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, continuing, said that, with reference 
to the summary of the Introductory Note, he had followed the usual practice. He would like, 
however, to add to pa~graph (b), which was as follows : 

"(~) The su~ervi~ion of th.e execution of the measures recommendedbytheCouncil, 
a q;testron on whrch drfferent vrews were expressed, has received, in Article 5, a solution 
whrch safeguards the Council's freedom of action "•- the words : 

" and which is fully discussed in all its bearings in the Introductory Note. " 

M. SoKAL (Poland) concurred, provided that the Introductory Note was sent to the 
Governments together with the model Treaty. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Introductory Note had already been referred to the 
Governm~nts •. and would be appended to the ~raft resolu~ion they were about to adopt. 

To srmphfy matters, he asked the Commrttee to decrde whether the resolution on the 
model Trea.ty under discussion and th~ r~solu~ion on the model Treaties of non-aggression and 
mutual assrstance should be couched rn Identical terms. If so, this would certainly have the 
effect of shortening the proceedings. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) proposed the following amendment to the draft resolution : 
" The Assembly, 

. "Having noted with satisfaction the model Treaty and the explanations contained 
rn the Introductory Note ... " · 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium), Rapporteur, accepted this amendment. 

left !~t~oN SiMSON (Germany) then requested that the words " with satisfaction " should be 

M. SoKAL (Poland) seconded this amendment. 

M. voN SiMSON (Germany) thought that th ld b 
amendment, for, if the Committee would no ere wou e no. opposition to his earlier 
security, he, in his turn, would be obliged t~ ~cknowledg~ that thrs J?Odel Treaty increased 
discuss the resolution on the draft Treat· f emur on t. e same pornt when they came to 

res o non-aggressron and mutual assistance. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) said that the ta · 
on the Treaty under discussion on a rpir~~~=r trvlle of Germany wanted to put the resolution 

m a respects wrth the resolution on the draft 
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Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance but the Committee on Arbitration and
Security had never had any intention of establishing any such parallel. The speaker thought, 
theref~re, tha~ the German representative's request was not altogether justified, and that the 
Committee might keep to the original wording proposed by Baron Rolin Jaequemyns. 
M. Sokal would be prepared, however, to agree to the deletion of the word " highly ". 

M .. VON SrMSON ~Germany) a~kno:vledged that, so far, no absolute parallel had ever been 
drawn m the Com;mttee. on Arbitration and Security between the two resolutions, but this 
would have bee~ Impossible, as the Committee on Arbitration and Security was now only 
at the first readmg of the Treaty in question. The present Convention, M. von Simson 
reiterated, was as valuable a means of increasing security as the others. He was surprised at 
M. Sokal's attitude. M. Sokal was not convinced of the excellence of the model Treaty because 
all the Polish proposals had not been adopted. The German delegation was in exactly the 
same position and nevertheless was of opinion that, provided the Convention was signed by a 
large number of States, it would substantially increase security. In any case, if the passage 
he suggested was not inserted here, he would oppose its insertion elsewhere. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) quite agreed with M. von Simson. Many members of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security attached no less value to the present draft Treaty than to those 
which would come up for discussion later. The Committee's resolution covered every kind 
of treaty of non-aggression and mutual assistance. If the passage could be adopted for a 
mere treaty of non-aggression, M. Unden thought that it might just as well be adopted in the 
case of the Treaty under discussion. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) said M. von Simson was wrong in believing that his attitude towards 
this model Treaty had changed. He was <:>till in sympathy with the suggestions Germany 
had laid before the Committee on Arbitration and Security, ·and the reservations he had 
expressed to-day were identical with those he had uttered in that Committee. 

As regards the parallel M. von Simson had tried to draw, M. Sokal disagreed. The 
delegate of Germany had warned the Committee that he would take up an obstructive attitude 
later ii h:s suggestion was not adopted. This was not a right method, and if M. Sokal were to 
follow suit, unanimity would never be reached. 

The report and resolution were adopted with the amendments proposed. 

30. \Vork of the PreJiai'atOI'Y Commission for the Disarmament Confl'I'cnce: Disrussion. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the discussion would bear on the tollowing resolution adopted 
by the Preparatory Commission : 

" 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. " 

M. PAuL-BoNCOUR (France) asked for the opinion of the President of the Preparatory 
Commission. He recalled that, at the beginning of the Assembly, they had heard a ser_·es of 
speeches containing many references to disarmament, mostly lamentations about the delay 
in the work of the Prep:Hatory Commission and the difficulties encountered. He suggested 
it m'ght be well for those who made such statements to lay their grievances-and criticisms 
before the Commission. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said that the fact of the matter was that for a 
long time there had been two currents of opinion in the Third Committee. On tne one hand, 
there had been the malcontents, who thought the work was too slow, and on the other there 
were those who dwelt on the difficult' es encountered. 

He thought now that both parties realised that the goal was being reached; the two 
tendencies were approximating, and the time was coming for practical results. 

It had been affirmed over and over again that moral disarmament must come before 
material disarmament. Well, cons:derable progress had been made as regards moral 
disarmament and the pacification of Europe was continuing. At the last Assembly, M. Paui
Boncour had urged the need for a system of guarantees of security side by side with 
progressive disarmllment. Real effort~ had been made and they hoped soon to see results. 
Treaties of friendship and non-aggressiOn had been concluded. The results of the Locarno 
Agreement were already considerable. Lately, the Pact for the Renunciation of \Var had 
been signed All this was calculated to crea Le mutual confidence. He thought, therefore, 
that they m'ight usefull~ arrange for a meeting o~ the Pre~ar~tory Commission, ~o doubt its 
last meeting, and this time they would succeed m estabhshmg a _draft Co_nve!ltJOn .. 

M. Benes thought the meeting should take place soon, but he did not thmk It desirable to 
fix a definite date. A date had already been fixed once, but the arr_an_gements had had to ~e 
cancelled. For this they could not blame the Preparatory Comm1ss~on, as there _were still 
a great many difficulties unsolved. M. Benes would not suggest either a defirute or an 
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approximate date, as he was Rapporteur and must first consu_lt the members o! t~e Cot~~i~~ee. 
Judging by the present psychological position, he thou~ht, without u~dce orimis~~oufd tak~ 
would not have to wait long There was now no question whether t e on erenc ld th f 
place or not; it was simply. a matter of six months sooner or later. There wou ere ore 
be no difficulty in reaching an agreement. . . . fll 1 No doubt the most knotty points to be solved by the Prepara~o~y CommiSSIOn s I '_ay 
aheiid. But''there were already Governments, like the French andBntish Governm~nts, whi~h 
had reached an agreement on technical questions. It was to be hoped that then examp e 
would be followed by others in the near future. 

M. LouooN (Netherlands), President of ~he Preparatory Commissio~, ~eminded t~e 
Committee of the decision taken at the last sess:on of the Preparatory Comm sswn to leave It 
to the President of that Commission to fix the date of its next meeting. . . 

None more than himself desired an early conclusion of the work of the CommissiOn, but 
he still believed that in that connection agreement between the great naval Powers was .of 
paramount importance. If the Assembly fixed a definite date, h~ would, of co';lrse •. bow to Its 
decision. It was true that the atmosphere was at present particularly good m V:IC~v of the 
Paris Pact. He had thought he would be able to summon the Preparatory Commi~sion even 
before this ninth session of the Assembly when he saw in the papers that Sir Austen 
Chamberlain had stated in the House of Commons that France and England had agreed. 
But doubts had then arisen as to the expediency of a meeting. Nevertheless, he had thought 
that the date might be fixed during the session of the Assembly. A debate had ta~en place 
before the Third Committee at which he had been unable to be present. When, on his return, 
he read M. Paul-Boncour's speech, he was filled with hope, but Lord Cushendun's speech had 
thrown cold water on these hopes. 

He thought now that, before the Preparatory Commission could meet again, the great 
naval Powers must come to an agreement. It was his intention to ask these Governments
namely, the Governments of France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and the United States -
to instruct their representatives to meet him shortly at Paris or elsewhere, in order to discuss 
this important problem before the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission. 

If the Assembly fixed a date, he would, of course, accept it, but he could not assume the 
responsibility for such a decision. If, on the other hand, the responsibility were left to him 
as it has been before, he could solemnly undertake not to delay in summoning a new session 
as. soon as an agreement had been reached after this private conversation with the 
representatives of the five naval Powers. He hoped that the Committee and the Assembly 
would support him. He would do all in his power to speed up the work of the Preparatory 
Commission, hut he could not venture to take action at the present juncture unless he received 
instructions from the Assembly. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) considered he had been right in first asking to hear the 
President of the Preparatory Commission, since the latter had made a brief but extremely 
accurate statement of the principal difficulty arising with regard to the Preparatory 
Commission's next meeting. This meeting must be held soon, but it was still more important 
that it should be the last, so as not to place a further strain on public opinion. The public 
had some right to expect that the Preparatory Commission would at least succeed in drawing 

· up a preliminary draft Convention which would allow a Conference to be summoned. 
The President of the Commission had made a very important suggestion, which demanded 

careful reflection. He had emphasised one of the difficulties - perhaps the chief one they 
had encountered -which still stood in the way of a meeting of the Preparatory Commission. 
M. Benes had told the Committee that he saw two parties; one, the malcontents, who thought 
that progress was too slow, and the other, those who could perhaps not be called satisfied, 
but who found sufficient reasons to explain why progress was not quicker. He himself was 
neither pessimistic nor optimistic; he tried to be impartial and to see exactly what the situation 
was. 

It was in 1925 that, on the French delegation's proposal, the Assembly decided to begin 
the preparatory work for the summoning of a Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of 
Armaments. The significance of this date will be appreciated if the situation at that time 
is remembered. 

. He would like to ask those of his colleagues who complained of the difficulties of 
disarma~ent not to fo\get t~e situation, for in it i~ to be found the origin of these difficulties. 

192:J was the year m whiCh the Protocol was, If not buried- tor he refused to admit that 
this was ~one ~at least temporarily rolled up in the purple winding-sheet of dead divinities. 

. T~e lm!< W~Ich was established between disarmament and security was not a mere figment 
o~ the Ima~I!latwn nor.the _fancy of a few Powers; for them, it was a profound necessity, the 
VItal condition O\ the_Ir disarm~ment. I~ was not. necessary to reopen this controversy. 
But none ~he _less It. existed. I! It was desired to achieve a degree of disarmament answering 
to t~e aspi:atiOns ~f the world.' It must be_ acknowledged that its counterpart must be an equal 
degiee of .mternatw_nal s~cunty. Not till the day when there was an international army 
co?ld natwnal armies disappear. When the day came when true international security 
eXI~ted, atten~ed by .th~ ~ecessary sanctions, there would no longer be any deficiencies in the 
national secunty of IndiVIdual countries . 

. 1925 was the precise moment when hope had to be given up provisionally. And yet it 
was m that same year that, on the proposal of one of the delegations which are so profoundly 
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convinced_ o~ this indissoluble link, it was decided to begin the preparatory work. It was not 
a contra~tchon, but the logical application of a profound idea . 

. For If 1925 marked the failure- the speaker hoped only temporary- of the Protocol, 
this year ~lso marked the prep~ra~ion of the Locarno Agreements, i.e., of the partial application 
to a particular area of the prmCiples of this same Protocol. 

What was the idea t~ereafter ? The work the stoppage of which was under discussion 
w~s based on a very ?lear Idea- namely, that it was impossible to wait for the I'ealisatioll of 
t~Is general operation _necessary to total disarmament before beginning the partial 
disarm~m~nt correspondmg to partial security. 

Th1s 1dea \\:as expressed last year in a resolution proposed jointly by the French and 
G~rma~ delegations. Th~ Assembly thought that -in the present conditions of security, 
a secu~Ity based on. defimte factors and connected with circumstances which were fully 
apprecmted, but which were not of concrete value, conditions of security, which were the 
outcome on. the one hand of the reductions of armaments carried out in application of the 
Peace Treahes, and _on the other hand of the Locarno Agreements- there was a basis on which 
something could be achieved. 

~his ":as what constituted the long technical preparation The views of the speaker 
on ~h1s subJect were known. He was among those who joined in the facile mnckings directed 
agams~ t~e length of these techni~al preparations. He considered that the Technical 
Orgamsahons of the League of Nahons had rendered the greatest service to the cause of 
disarmament if only by revealing its difficulties. Their work had not had only this result, 
however; it had accumulated information on which the reduction of armaments must be 
based. It was only too easy to arouse hopes without providing a technical basis for their· 
realisation. On the other hand, thev had a concrete achievement behind them, and never 
in the h;story of the world had the problem of disarmament been so closely examined. 

But it must not be forg>tten that this technical work was finished in March 1927. From the 
technical point of view, nothing had been added since then. What had been stopping progress 
since March 1927 was the fact that behind the technical diffictdics there were important 
political interests. They were in the sphere of politics, and of world politics at that, since 
they had attempted this great experiment of extending the limitation of armaments to the 
whole world. 

This obstacle had been encountered in March 1927. But at the same time an important 
advance was marked : the purely sentimental and idealistic phase in which disarmament had 
remained for centuries and even since the war had been left behind. The war had inevitably 
aroused a more powerful cry for disarmament among the nations of the world than had ever 
been the case before. But for several years the mat.ter had remained in this sentimental and 
idealistic phase. The technical work done up to March 1927 had the great merit of bringing 
disarmament from the sentimental on to the technical plane. The work which had been 
done by the Preparatory Commission in March <111d April 1927 was laborious and sometimes 
trying, but always fruitful in results; and it had the effect of placing the problem on political 
ground. 

M. Paul-Boncour did not think that there could be any single point in his analysis which 
did not correspond strictly to the facts. He had said both what was good and what was bad. 

A year had elapsed since that date, and pressure from the members of the Preparatory 
Commission themselves had in a sense made it necessary for the President to summon the 
Commission. The latter had, moreover, carried out scrupulously the instructions given 
to him by the Commission. Words. however, must not be allowed to deceive us. The truth 
was that the session of March 1928 was a record of failure. This was inevitable since the 
political difficulties appearing in March 1927 had not been removed. It was at that time that 
negotiations were recommend.ed by the President between the Powers which were divided 
on controversial points, euphemistically described as " technical " controversies. They 
are, in truth, political, and relate to conditions vital to the existence of many States. 

The Committee would admit that two Powers have-made the most praiseworthy efforts 
to reduce these differences on a point which, while constituting the entire problem of 
disarmament, had come to assume special importance. They realised that the other points 
could only be settled if this could be disposed of first and that any meeting of the Preparatory 
Commission would encounter grave difficulties from the very moment the members came 
together. 

These two Powers reached an agreement, though not without difficulty and very 
considerable mutual concessions. The question involved was that ot 11lobal tonnage or tonnage 
by categories. This is a technical question, but it also affects the interests and the conflicting 
claims of the great maritime Powers which are arising or being reconstituted. No two 
conceptions could be more diametrically opposed. 

A formula had been found in March 1927. While retaining the idea of global to!"lnage, 
it allowed countries- within the global tonnage limits laid down- to fix the allocatiOn by 
categories, this allocation being embodied !n the Convention its~lf. Any subseque!lt 
modifications could only be made after due notice had been given. Th1s attempt to reconcile 
conflicting views was, however, inadequate. The country which believed that a convention 
on naval armaments would be without value unless it dealt with tonnage by categories then 
agreed that a series of categories, i.e., those representing purely defensive vessels of small 
size, could be ignored. At the same ~ime, the Power which adv?cated the principle of global 
tonnage made the important concessiOn. that two other ca.teg?nes sho~ld be added_ to those 
mentioned in the ·washington ConventiOn. The categones m questiOn were crmsers and 
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submarines, arid therefore related to vessels which, by their nature and tonna~e, were of special 
importance to the great naval Powers which advocate tonnage by categones. · 

That, again, could only be an attempt at a soluti?n, since th~ Tre~ty would be valueless 
unless the other naval Powers agreed to it with or Without modificatiOn .. He_ thought that 
these two Powers might claim to have carried out faithfully t~e _mandate which, Ill a sense, was 
given to them by the President of the Preparatory CommiSSIOn. . . 

M. Paui-Boncour was not sure that the reception accorded to this agreement was hk~ly 
to encourage others to follow this example. Public men never expe~ted to be crowne~ With 
laurels, but those concerned were perhaps justified in expecting somethin~ else tha~ the distrust 
occasionally expressed and the criticisms occasionally passed. _A~d yet It was thi~ v~ry effort 
to reach agreement which was to enable the Preparatory CommiSSIOn to proceed With Its work. 
The President himself had definitely called upon the Governments to endeavour to reduce 
existing differences. That request had been complied with by two of them, and t~ey were 
entitled to ask others to follow their example, for they had merely acceded to the desire of the 
President of the Preparatory Commission. 

That was the position. What now were the prospects forth~ fut~re ? What everyone 
desired was a meeting that would produce useful results. At tlus pomt the sp~aker b~~an 
to touch on matters where he must display the utmost circumspection. He was m a positiOn 
to defend the agreement which his Government had entered into. It rep:esented hea_vy 
sacrifices; and equal sacrifices had been made by another country whose spmt of concessiOn 
he gladly recognised. But he had no right to bring any pressure whatever to bear_ on the other 
countries upon whom the full realisation of this agreement depended. The d~fficulty was 
increased- it was almost a tragedy in the present situation- by the fact that this agreement 
very largely depended on a great naval Power which was not a Member of the League. He 
requested those of his colleagues who, inspired by perfectly legitimate sentiments which he 
shared as strongly as anyone, lamented the dilatoriness with which disarmament prob!ems 
were being settled to bear in mind that here in the League of Nations they were in a speci_ally 
difficult position as regards this problem. This was due to the fact that two great natiOns 
which were represented at the conference were not Members of the League and that in their 
case all the facilities offered by the international community to which the other nations 
belonged were not available. 

The speaker was neither a pessimist nor an optimist. He was simply attempting to view 
things as they were; for he did not conceal the fact that this great attempt at conciliation at 
present depended on other decisions than those taken here. 

· Could anything be done except wait? The profound convictions of the speaker prevented 
him from thinking that it was possible to remain idle with folded arms. He had never believed 
that the disarmament problem would be solved by sitting still in a corner. What was r<>quired 
was the support, the pressure and the encouragement of public opinion in all countries. The 
only thing that could be done- the thing that was expected- was to take advantage of this 
meeting of the great world democracy, the League of Nations, not to display an insincere 
optimism or a barren pessimism, but to make a profession of faith free from illusion or guileless 
simplicity, a profession of faith by persons who clearly saw the facts, who could realise the 
difficulties and who were striving to surmount them. Before war could be overcome, the 
military spirit must, to some extent, be displayed, with its strength of will, its readiness for 
rapid decision, its clear speech and its aversion to concealing thoughts. It was necessary 
to be outspoken and confess that the reduction of armaments, even in the limited and 
progressive form in which they were compelled to contemplate it, in the absence of a general · 
security organisation -which it was not possible to achieve by means either of a treaty of 
mutual assistance or of the Protocol -encountered the greatest obstacles. There was only 
one way to overcome these obstacles. Public opinion must occupy itself with the matter and 
must not leave it to be discussed by delegates at their meetings, and Governments also must 
realise its importance. 

The speaker felt convinced that there were many chancelleries and many Ministries which 
regarded them as idle dreamers who came together to speak about disarmament. The 
importance of this question would only come to be seen when it was too late and when the 
armaments race has been begun again. That was a danger which they must try to prevent 
now .. The first step was to check the growth of armaments and that step must be taken 
speedil_y. There was also o~e point it was right to insist upon :in certain countries, sweeping 
reductions had bee?- made m armaments without any international convention and without 
pressure from outside, the only pressure being that of public opinion within their borders. 
An effort, however, must be made to keep what had been gained. When States which had 
suffered the effects of war had restored their finances which had all more or less been shaken 
it was essential to avoid t_heir financial improvement 'taking the form of increased armaments: 
When the present gen~ratwn an? the men who had waged and lived through the war had gone, 
and when there remamed only maccurate pictures, theatrical statues and distorted narratives 
of what took place then, an effort would have to be made to see that the loathing for war did 
not diminish. 

A limit must be fixed speedily. There inust be assured that no subsequent increase 
took pl~ce; thank~ to the permanent organisation (M. Lange congratulated the French 
delegatiO~ on havmg m_ade this p:oposal - which it had not abandoned), the permanent 
org~n which would_ examme and which would allow of more far-reaching reductions in the way 
of di~armament, this result would be attained. But to ensure that, a beginning must be made 
and It was the date of that beginning that had to be fixed. 
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M. Paul-Boncour quite understood the objections which the President of the Preparatory 
Commission had made from feelings of loyalty : " What was the good ", he said, " if we were 
going to find ourselves back in the same situation as before ? " The President's words were so 
clear that the speaker's thoughts could not have been better expressed. " I had thought ", 
the President had said, " when I saw the agreement between two great naval Powers, that the 
date would be fixed, that the Commission would be able to meet; nr1w I have no longer the 
same hope, for I note that the agreement has not been completed, since many other nation~
some of them very powerful- have not yet signed, and I do not even know whether they are 
going to sign ". 

The President was right, but the speaker thought all the same that a date must be fixed, 
although not in the imperative way proposed at the first meeting by the German delegate. 
It would not be fitting to adopt any imperative formula, since this prerogative belonged to 
the President, and such a course would hinder his freedom of action. But the Committee could 
in the most definite form express the hope that things would so happen that this year would 
not come to an end or that, at any rate, the new year would not long have run its course without 
their having been able to arrange for the Preparatory Commission to meet. 

The speaker knew that, in contradiction to what he was saying, people were thinking : 
" But if one of the main difficulties is not solved, what is the good ? " 

They were not required to exert pressure on anyone, and they would not allow anyone to 
exert pressure on them. But the will of all the nations which were met here and which felt 
behind them thto weight of public opinion, urging them to complete the disarmament work, 
was a great internatiOnal reality which must be taken into account and which the Committee 
had the right to invoke. 

M. Paul-Boncour thought that the League's desire that the Preparatory Commission 
should meet ouqht to be strong:y brought out. He thought that at the same time the Council 
so far as it might think it possible to do so, and in whatever way it deemed proper, should ask 
the Governments which were still divided by controversies - although these were no longer 
a mystery, since they had been discussed at the meetings of the Preparatory Commission in 
March and April of 1927- to endeavour for the sake of international solidarity to reconcile 
their differences and to bring their controversies to an end. 

The speaker saw no objection whatever to the President having the necessary powers to 
see to this, but, subject to those precautions, the extent and nature of which it was the 
Committee's duty to fix, he thought a definite decision ought to be taken in favour of a meeting 
of the Preparatory Commission, which should be given every opportunity of success ancl-of 
drawing up a draft convention, thus enabling a conference to be convened. 

There must be no ambiguity. Hopes which might be disappointed must not be raised; 
there had been too much disappointment already, and they could not take the responsibility 
of creating more. The Conference, which would settle the first stage of a general limitation 
and reduction of armaments, would base its work on definite facts, on the reduction fixed by the 
Peace Treaties, and on the Locarno Agreements, which were a partial application of the Protocol. 

By " first state " the speaker meant that there would be other stages, and that the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security which was established last year, and which had shown 
its value by the results just recorded, would continue its work. He would like to think also 
that the policy of countries in its turn would be inspired by it, for if the work were confmed 
to compiling legal texts, to adding document to document, and to enriching libraries, however 
splendid, the result would be very meritorious but somewhat humiliating. 

The nations must conclude -and the Council must ask the nations to conclude -the 
necessary agreements to extend the realm of security. 

M. Paul-Boncour was convinced that the structure thus erected step by step would 
bear a strong resemblance to the Protocol. It would be less logical, less classic, and rather 
inspired by the necessities of life than by architectural conceptions; but it would resemble 
it all the same. 

But this was work for the future -the near future. It was by the co-ordination of the 
work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security with that of the Preparatory Commission 
-or of the permanent body which would succeed it- that progress would be made further 
into the field of disarmament, and thus would be abolished that anarchy of which our colleague, 
M. Lange, spoke the other day, the anarchy which always means rivalry and the competition 
in armaments which it is our primary duty to prevent. 

This was the first step which must be made. He would add that the first step of this 
first stage was the meeting of the Preparatory Commission after everything in their power had 
been done to overcome the differences which might still paralyse its work. 

The first thing to do is to say firmly what was the intention of the Members of the League 
of Nations. 

The speaker had ventured, not in order to influence the Committee's decisions, but 
simply to facilitate discussion, to have a draft resolution distributed; this draft was in the 
nature of a rough sketch. He merely wanted to put his ideas on paper, so that the Committee 
could judge them better. This would serve to sum up a speech which had been rather longer 
than he had hoped. 

The draft resolution was as follows : 
" \Vhereas those Governments which consider that their security is not sufficiently 

assured to enable them to reduce their armaments are now, thanks to the work of the 
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Committee on Arbitration and Security, in possession of a fresh means of which i.t is for 
them to make use, having recourse, it necessary, to the good offices of the CounCil; . 

" And whereas, in the opinion of the Assembly, the present conditi?ns of se?unty 
set up by the Locarno Agreements and by the reductions of armaments stipulated m the 
Treaties of Peace are such as to allow of a first step being taken and a first general 
Convention for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments being established; 

" And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission and of 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be pursued so that by further steps 
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows : 

" The Assembly urges the necessity of accomplishing this first step as speedily as 
possible; . 

" Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have already been made by certam 
Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements between 
themselves; 

" Requests the Council to make an earnest appeal to the Governments that those of 
them among which differences of opinion still subsist as to the technical conditions for 
the reduction and limitation of armaments should seek without delav, in the most liberal 
spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions ,'Vhich will enable the 
work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and brought to a successful 
issue; 

" And trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in sufficient time to enable the 
meeting of the Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or, 
should this not be feasible, at the beginning of 1929. " 
Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire) said he wished to make a short statement with regard 

to something M. Loudon had said, and as to which comment should be made at once before the 
matter could be discussed in pub. ic. As he understood him, the President of the Preparatory 
Commission said, with reference to the fixing of a date for the next meeting of the Commission, 
that he was prepared to meet in Paris the representatives of the five naval Powers. Perhaps 
he had not fully understood what was intended but he did not think M. Loudon could have 
fully appreciated what it meant when he made the proposal. Lord Cushendun did not think 
that M. Loudon had previously given any intimation to any of the Governments concerned 
that he was going to make that proposal. The Powers mentioned were those which were 
signatories of the Washington Convention and it was already fixed that that Convention was to 
come up for review in 1931. What M. Loudon was proposing, in fact, though he may not 
have intended it, was that reconsideration or review of the Washington Convention should be 
ante-dated and that those Powers should be called together to consider, and agree if they 
could upon, the matter of naval disarmament under quite different auspices and regarding the 
matter from a totally different angle. Lord CushendU!l said that it was obvious that he had 
no instructions from his Government and he was only saying this by way of caution. So far 
as he understood the proposal, he did not think it at all likely that the invitation would be 
accepted by any one of the Powers concerned, and therefore he thought it very desirable that · 
great expectations should not be aroused as to the possibilities of a far-reaching agreement upon 
naval disarmament on a proposition thrown out in that way in the course of debate, which 
none of the Governments had had an opportunity of considering and as to which no one could 
quite see how iar it would be limited in scope. He hoped that it would not be imagined that 
he was not appreciative of the motive of M. Loudon and his desire to assist matters by arriving 
at a date with regard to the Preparatory Commission, but he did not think it would be right 
for such a proposal to become public property without its being known that, so far as the 
representative of one of the Powers was concerned, there was very grave doubt indeed as to 
whether it would be accepted. 

M. LouDON (Netherlands), replying to Lord Cushendun said that he was under a 
misapprehension. His idea simply was that, in order to furthe; their work he should request 
pr~vately, if h~ mig~t ~o put ~t •. the representatives of the five naval Powers to have a perfectly 
pnvate talk With him m Pans m order to try and settle the matter. It had never entered his 
mind that it should be a sort of Washington Conference. His only thought was to further the 
work and try and get the five Powers to understand each other. His idea was to have 
unofficial conversations on the basis of a Franco-British agreement. 

(The Committee rose at 5.15 p.m.) 

NINTH MEETING. 
Held on Wednesday, September 19th, 1928, at 3.30 p. m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WrART (BELGIUM). 
31. Worl{ of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference (continuation of 

the discussion). 

General BrRKE (Denmark) was delighted to learn from the statement of the Chairman of 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security that they seemed soon to be about to reach a 
positive issue in the matter of disarmament. 
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He thought that to reach a solution the work must proceed step by step. 
He had heard with great pleasure that the President of the Preparatory Commission 

intended to expedite the work of that body as much as possible so as to enable the first stage 
to be carried through. 

The speaker supported M. Paul-Boncour's proposal. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) did not propose to enter on a fundamental diseussion o,_the 
disarmament question, which had already been dealt with at length by the German Chancellor 
at the Assembly, and would be again discussed in the Preparatory Commission and at the 
first General Conference. 

Count Bernstorff had been guided by M. Paul-Boncour's ideas in drawing ulfthe resolution 
he was submitting to the Committee. He would like to make a few remarks on this resolution. 

The first paragraph seemed to him somewhat negative in that it referred to "those 
Governments which consider that their security is not sufficiently assured to enable them to 
reduce their armaments ". He thought it would be more desirable to begin with something 
more optimistic. 

In the second paragraph, as regards se<!'llrity, no reference was made either to the 
Covenant of the League of Nations or the Paris Pact. Public opinion would be surprised that 
agreements of such importance had been omitted. 

The fifth paragraph says : " Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have already been 
made by certain Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements 
between themselves ". l\L Paul-Boncour, who negotiated the agreements, mi@ht be pleased, 
but it was impossible for certain other members of the Commission to express satisfaction 
with regard to something of which they were ignorant. 

Again, there was no reference to land armaments, as to which difficulties still existed. 
All these were, however, points of detail, on which it would be easy enough to agree. 
The main point was to fix the date of the Conference. The German Chancellor had asked 

categorically that the Assembly resolution should contain a reference to the meeting of this 
Conference. Count Bernstorff thought they should not aim at removing all the difficulties in 
the Preparatory Commission; some of them might be left over to the Conference itself. 

He agreed with M. Paul-Boncour that disarmament questions were really often political 
questions, and must be settled in the last resort by the Governments represented on the 
Disarmament Conference. 

Count Bernstorff concluded by submitting the following draft resolution : 

" Whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, by the reductions of armaments stipulated in the Treaties of Peace, and also 
by the Locarno Agreements and by the Paris Pact, which may be expected to come into 
force at an early date, are such as to allow ot a first step being taken forthwith by the 
framing of a first general Convention ior the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments 
capable of materially reducing the present disproportion in armaments; 

" And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission and of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be pursued so that, by further steps, 
armaments may be progressively reduced; 

" And whereas those Governments which are seeking to find special guarantees in 
addition to the existing guarantees of security and to those which will be furnished by 
the first general Convention are now, thanks to the work of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security, in posses1.ion of fresh means, 'vhich it is for them to employ; 

" And whereas all technical questions concerning the limitation and reduction of 
armaments have been thoroughly examined in the Preparatory Commission, and an 
agreement has not yet been reached owing to differences of opinion chiefly of a political 
character : 

" The Assembly requests the Council to make an earnest appeal to the Governments 
that those of them among which such differences of opinion still subsist should seek 
without delay, in the most hberal spirit of conciliation and inten.Iational solidarity, 
agreed solutions which will enable as complete an agreement as possible to be reached; 

" Considers that the Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments 
should decide any questions which nevertheless remain unsettled ;_,and 

" Requests the Council to fix a date for the meeting of this Conference, whic~ s.hould 
take place in 1929, while leavinf it to the President of the Preparatory CommissiOn to 
convene the Commission at such time as will enable the programme of the Conference 
to be drawn up. " 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire) raised a point of procedure .. He said they now had 
two resolutions before them and he wished to know in what manner It was proposed to deal 
with them. One of the resolutions they had only received in one of th~ ofllcial lai!giH~ge_s, and 
he protested against proceeding with the discussion of a docume!1t without havmg It ~u the 
two official languages. He thought that Count Bernstorff's resolutiOn should not be cons!liered 
until they had either adopted or rejected that presented by 1\I. Paul-Boncour. 
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The CHAIRMAN thought that Lord Cushendun's remarks as to procedure were welltfohunddedft. 
d · f ·nutes · e ra He understood however that the English version would be rea Y Ill a ew mi 't "bl 

had only been ~ubmitted' to the Secretariat a very short time previously and could no possi Y 
have been translated in the time. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) did not propose to give the views of his Government _on th~ gen~ral. 
qurstion of clisarmament since those views were sufficiently well known from prevwus discussito~s 

' d · d t make cer am in the Assembly and the Preparatory Commission. He merely esire o 
observations with regard to the present position. . . d II of 

From the technical point of view the question was now sufficiently advance to a ow ff 
the final stagcfl being carried through f;irly rapidly. As M. Paul-Boncour and ~?unt ~ernst?: 
had said, it was no longer technical difficulties that stood in the way, b_ut pohtica~ difficulties. 
The technical points still remaining to be settled could be finally considered dur~ng the next 
session of the Preparatory Commission. There remained, however, the ~uestwn whethe~ 
the Commission should be convened before the Governments concerned were m full agreeme~t • 
there seemed to be difference of opinion on this point between deleg~tes of different countnes. 

If they could not agree, he thought it would nevertheless be deSlfable fo~ the Prepara~ory 
Commission to be convened in order to draw up a detailed report, e~b~dymg all ~he pomts 
put forward in that Commission. This report would hav~ to be rea?y Ill tune to be distnbuted 
to the Governments some months before the next onllnary sess1ou ol ~he Assembly, _and 
would provide a platform or basis for the discussions of the representatives of the vanous 
countries. They might find that all the preparatory work had bee1~ done by the end. of the 
discussions on the report, and it might then be possible to ascertam the date on w~u.ch ~he 
Conference should be held. He merely threw out his suggestion in the hope of facihtatmg 
an agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that there were many points in common betwe~n the two . 
proposals and, if they were to come before a Drafting Committee, he thought _It wo';lld be 
easy enough to conciliate them, although the executory parts of the two resolutiOns differed 
appreciably. . .. 

Comparing the two texts, the Chairman pointed out that Count Bernstorff had cnticis:d 
the passage :"Notes with satisfaction the efforts that have. already been made by certam 
Governments to reach the necessary preliminary technical agreements between themselves ". 

On the other hand, there was a certain family likeness between the paragraph of Count 
Bernstorff's proposal beginning with the words " Invites the Council " and the corresponding 
paragraph in M. Paul-Boncour's resolution. · 

Lastly, a question which the Commission would probably wish to consider particularly 
was the one contained in the last paragraph of the French proposal. 

He thought, with Lord Cushendun, that M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution should be 
examined first, for the approval of that proposal would not affect the consideration of the draft 
submitted by Count Bernstorff. They should first vote on that proposal, which did not 

. exclude the other. 

M. LANGE (Norway) pointed out that the usual practice in the Committees had been 
first of all to reconcile divergent views, and he wondered whether the procedure proposed by 
the Chairman was quite in line with this practice. The ideas in the two proposals before 
them were not so different as to make agreement appear impossible. 

. M .. Paul-B~ncour himself had said that his proposal was only offered as a basis for 
discussion. This showed that he would not adopt an uncompromising attitude. 

~he speaker was greatly in sympathy with certain ideas Count Bernstorff had suggested, 
especially a ref~rence to the Covenant in the first paragraph; about others he was rather 
doubt!ul, espeCially as regards expressing an opinion now on the expediency of summoning 
the Disarmament Conference at a more or less definite date. 

T~e Chairman's ~olution. of appointing a Drafting Committee would be wise, but it was 
essential t~at the vanous pomts of view should previously be argued in the Commission in 
order to gmde the Drafting Committee in its work. 

The delegate of Norw_ay would like to tell them quite briefly how a small country looked 
at the matter. The questiOn had been discussed as though it was only the conflicting interests 
of the gr~at Powers that were at stake; obviously these came in the first line of consideration, 
b~t the mterests of th~ small co~mtries should not be ignored. It was a byword that it is 
difficult to pu~ oneself m another s shoes, but that was the purpose for which they were met. 
Each m~ststnve to understand the aspirations of the others. This question of disarmament 
was a VItal one for th~ small countnes. If the competition and piling up of armaments 
wer~ allowed to contmue, th~y were heading for war. The existence of a great Power 
~ur~ng a war was far from en':"Iable, but what was the position of a small country ? Even 
m times of p~ace, small cou!ltnes .were continually threatened by the armaments of. the great 
Powers. Th~s was a co~siderat~on not always realised, but ever present with those who 
were respoi_~sible for the !nternatiO?-al policy of a small country. If the methods they had 
been adoptmg for some time past d1d not ultimately produce a concrete result life would be 
intolerable. for the s_mall States. The speaker therefore warmly supported the proposals before 
the Com_mittee~ which he thou_ght gave some hope that the League would ultimately be able 
to functiOn as It should function. It could never do so as long as competition in armaments 
remained possible. 
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M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) thought they could adopt no other procedure than that 
suggested by the Chairman, namely, to begin by dealing with the first resolution. Perhaps, 
as M. Lange had said, this was not the rule that had always been followed, but he thought they 
should keep to it, and then proceed by voting amendments to the first resolution. 

It might not be difficult to agree on several parts of Count Bernstorff's proposal. On the 
other hand, he wished to call their attention to the last two paragraphs, which he could not 
accept. • • 

Count Bernstorff was prepared to leave to the big Disarmament Conference any difficulties 
which might exist at the end. M. Benes did not think that this was wise tactics, for they had 
always said that they must not have a Conference unless there was every prospect of success, 
and it would be better to wait six months longer and agree on the key points. The speaker 
was. still of this mind and could see no possible advantage in going to the Conference so long 
as fundamental divergencies subsisted. 

The last paragraph of the German draft embodied two main points : the date of the 
Disarmament Conference was fixed, and the President of the Preparatory Commission was 
charged to summon-the Commission in due time. This rather reversed the idea of the French 
delegation's proposal. M. Benes would prefer to adopt this latter, though he would also like 
to have something a little more definite with regard to the Conference, for, if they were able 
to reach an agreement at another session of the Preparatory Commission, it would very likely 
be the last session. Between the end of the Preparatory Commission and the Disarmament 
Conference a certain time would have to elapse. If they could specify that intervening period 
of time, they would by implication be fixing the date of the Disarmament Conference. This 
would satisfy Count Bernstorff, and at the same time need not mean that they were creating 
any very great difficulties for the Disarmament Conference. They would have to bear in 
mind the necessity, whatever happened, of convening the Preparatory Commission at a near 
date, and also the necessity of first agreeing on the key principles discussed in that Commission 
before sending them on to the big Conference. 

In conclusion, M. Benes was sure that, if the differences between the two draft resolutions 
were considered in the form of amendments to the first proposal, it should be easy enough to 
agree as to the substance. 

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France) said that, having regard to the observations made on his 
speech and to the fact that Count Bernstorff had accepted some of the ideas which he had 
supported, he did not think that many difficulties could arise in connection with the procedure 
to be adopted. 

Some of the passages in the German proposal were almost textual reproductions of the 
French resolution. Accordingly, the latter could readily be accepted as a basis for discussion; 
the Committee would, of course, insert any suggestion or suggestions taken from the German 
resolution which it might think desirable. 

He did not know what his colleagues were going to say, but he would assume that the 
French draft resolution would come up for consideration. There were many passages in the 
German and French proposals which were the same. No difficulty would be experienced in 
regard to any of these points. 

One of the differences between the two proposals consisted in the order in which the ideas 
were arranged. The French draft indicated in the first place the manner in which Powers 
that considered that their security was not sufficiently assured could -thanks to the work 
done by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and by resorting to the good offices of 
the Council- increase that security by entering into conventions. The proposal went on to 
say that, even at this stage, political conditions of security had been created which would allow 
of a first step being taken. The German proposal began by referring to conventions already 
drawn up. He thought this would not create any difficulty. He would not object to a change 
in the order of the ideas if the Committee preferred the German arrangement. 

The German proposal then mentioned the Covenant of the League of Nations and the 
Paris Pact in addition to the two definite bases which the French proposal regarded as fixing 
the conditions for a first step towards the general reduction of armaments. The speaker said 
he had the highest respect for the Covenant and the Pact and had nothing to say against their 
being mentioned; but he desired to dispel any doubt regarding the future progress of the 
reduction in armaments. He had not mentioned these two instruments because, however 
effective might be the attempts made to repudiate war or to discover the means of preventing 
it in the general and ·somewhat vague terms of the Covenant, the delegates to the Conference 
would certainly desire something more definite when they finally came to fill in the blanks in 
the Convention and supply figures for the effectives and material. If the Covenant had been 
sufficient for the purpose, and if its terms had not required to be made more precise, several 
years would not have been spent in framing, first the Treaty of 1\Iutual Assistance and, after 
that, the Protocol. The need had been felt for giving the sanctions in the Covenant a clear 
definition, which they at present lacked. . 

In any case, he readily recognised the value of the instruments that at present governed 
their international life, although he continued to think that the question of the limitation 
and reduction of armaments was, so to speak, of a more mathematical character and would 
best be settled by working on a more definite basis, i.e., the reductions in armaments already 
effected and the Locarno Agreements. He saw no objection, however, to giving Count 
Bernstorff satisfaction o_n this point. 

Moreover, there was nothing against indicating the date on which it was hoped to summon 
the Disarmament Conference; but on this point he referred to a difference between the German 

5. 
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and French r.esolutions which the Committee would have to settle because it related to the 
actual method of work. h d t f ttr g 

The German proposal handed over to the Disarmament ~onference t. e ~ Y 0 se I~ 
certain difficulties which it considered political and not techmcal. On this pomt he thoug t 
that the German proposal failed to recognise the importance and even the character ff .th1 
Preparatory Commission. The latter was not really a technical Commission. !~e tee mica 
work had b~en done in the technical Sub-Committees of the Preparatory Commission a.nd !he 
various Committees at the disposal of the latter. The delegates of Gove~nments conshtutmg 
the Preparatory Commission had met to obtain guidance fr?m the techmcal work and als~ to 
a certain extent to set this technical work aside by transfernng the problem from the tech_n~cal 
to the political plane. The Preparatory Commission's duty was therefore to reduce pohtJcal 
differences existing. . 

If the Preparatory Commission could not succeed in this objec~, there seemed to be l_Ittle 
use in summoning a Conference; the latter would be no better quah.fied for the purpose smce, 
even if it did not consist of the same delegates, it would at least consist of the same States, and 
they would continue to hold the same ideas. · · 

He then referred to the manner in which the Preparatory Commission had contempla~ed 
its task. It had to draw up a preliminary draft Convention for the Limitation and Reductw.n 
of Armaments which would give the Conference the best possible prospects of success w.hen It 
had no longer to discuss principles, but merely to enter figures in the blank spaces m the 
Convention. As figures were involved, negotiations would, however, probably be necessary 
between the Governments, certain difficulties would have to be overcome and a few 
controversial points settled. 

In the interests of their work, the powers and the duties of the Preparatory Commission 
should not be reduced. It had to frame the preliminary draft Convention, and it was in 
establishing texts that the political difficulties were met which had to be settled by the 
Governments represented. 

Among these difficulties there was one which was encountered. at the very moment of 
beginning their work, and that was the fundamental difference of opinion existing as to the 
method of carrying out the limitation and reduction of naval armaments. He accordingly 
was much more concerned to clear away this obstacle and to find an agreement than to indicate 
the date on which it might be desirable to summon the Conference. 

That was his idea in introducing the sentence asking the Committee to note with 
satisfaction that a serious and successful effort had been made by two nations in regard to naval 
armaments. 

The German proposal had refused them this modest reward. He did not think that that 
would do any harm, but he would have been glad if the Third Committee had been able to 
associate itself, by adopting the text submitted by the French delegation, with the method 
proposed by the President of the Preparatory Commission when he asked States to enter into 
discussions and do what they could to enable the Preparatory Commission to hold a successful 
meeting. The satisfaction given would not have been regarded in the light of a reward for 
work they had done, but rather as a call to work in the future. 

That being the case, he stated, in conclusion, after indicating the points on which 
agreement was possible and the reservations he had made on other points, that a Drafting 
Committee should be appointed, which would consider what modifications might be made in 
the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation. 

M .. GuERRERO (Salvador) said he understood that, for the moment, they were merely 
discussmg the final paragraph of the proposals submitted. The earlier paragraphs would no 
doubt be referr~d to a prafting Committee for the purpose of bringing into line the texts of 
the two resolutiOns, whiCh as a matter of fact were very much alike. 

He desired to make one observation as to the inclusion of the Paris Pact. He was not in 
a.ny way opposed t~ t~e Pact, which morally was of extraordinary value; but he thought it 
nght to s~y that a similar ~roposal had. been submitted to the First Committee for mentioning 
the Pact m a draft r~solutwn. concermng the codification of International Law, with special 
referenc~ to the ~oss1ble rel.atwns b~tween the Pact and the present position of arbitration. 
It was nghtly J.?OI.nted ?ut 1~ the FirSt Committee that the Paris Pact could not legally be 
regarded as existing, smce It had not yet been ratified. He desired to make the same 
statement here and to draw Count Bernstorff's attention to the position. 

He went ~n to say tha~ M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution, though it might appear 
somewhat cautwus, was a Wise one. Count Bernstorff's resolution on the other hand was 
p~rhaps. better calculated. to impress public opinion, but it might ~ubsequently cause great 
disappomtment. Accordmgl~, they should not yet consider the possibility of summoning 
a Conference for the Reductwn of Armaments, since the very possibility of holding such 
a C?nference depended on the results .of the appeal which was to be made to Governments, 
askmg them to reduce, as far as possible, the difficulties at present existing between them. 

They might perhaps meet the wishes of Count Bernstorff and M. Benes who had also 
described M. Paul-Boncour's resolution as being a cautious one, if they added the following 
words to the end of the French proposal : 

" .... At the beginning of~ 929, in order that the Council may consider the expediency 
of convemng th~ Conference if, as a result of the appeal made to Governments it has 
been found possible to overcome the present differences of opinion. " ' 
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Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said he had no wish to create difficulties as to the procedure 
they should adopt. He was quite prepared, indeed, to continue the discussion on the basis 
of M. Paul-Boncour's resolution. ·when, however, that discussion was at an end, he would 
a~>k th~ Chairman to appoint a Drafting Committee to bring the two texts into line before the 
Comm1ttee was asked t_o vote on M. Paul-Boncour's resolution. Should they have to vote on 
the unamended resolutwn, he would be compelled to vote against it. 

The great defect in M. Paul-Boncour's resolution was that it mentioned a meeting of f.he 
Preparatory Commission without mentioning the summoning of the general Conference. 
What would be the result if, in the absence of agreement between the Powers, the President 
of the Preparatory Commission was unable to convene this Commission ? They would not 
know what was taking place and, as the Preparatory Commission had not been convened, they 
could not find out. Would there be a further period of somnolence like that of the last six 
months ? Or would they continue their work even in the absence of agreement ? The 
e~sential point was to find out the best way to pursue their work with a view to arriving at 
disarmament. 

He said he would have been extremely glad to offer M. Paul-Boncour his laurel wreath, 
for he was sure that the French delegate and his Government had been actuated by the best 
intentions in reaching an agreement. He did not know, however, what that agreement was, 
and accordingly he coulri not express a satisfaction with regard to the main issue or even the 
commencement of negotiations with the results of which he was not acquainted. 

When framing his draft resolution, he thought, indeed, that, as regards the respective 
powers of the Commission and the Conference, he was in complete agreement with M. Paul
Boncour, who had, at a meeting of the Asserr_tbly two years ago, spoken the following words : 

" I personally do not think that the Preparatory Commission can conceivably take 
the place of the future Conference as regards the actual work to be done. In my view, 
its duty is simply to draw up and define a programme, whereas the Conference, and the 
Conference alone, will be entitled to enlarge that programme and frame a Convention. 

" My reasons for this view are twofold. In the first place: certain nations are not 
represented on the Preparatory Commission, and, considering the vital interests involved, 
I doubt whether they would agree to any hard-and-fast arrangement being made before 
they themselves had had ample opportunity of expressing their opinions. " 

For the foregoing reason he added that, in accordance with the instructions he had 
received from his Government, he was compelled to state that it was essential that the 
convening of the Conference should be fixed in one way or another, otherwise there was no 
guarantee that the disarmament work would be pursued. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia) considered that the discussion had enabled them to ascertain 
the position of the various members o_f the Committee, and that the time had come to appoint 
a Drafting Comm1ttee. 

This Committee would be asked to combine the two texts at present under consideration, 
taking M. Paul-Boncour's proposal as a basis, and to indicate in a final resolution the opinions 
expressed in the Committee. 

He thought that, in the resolution appealing to Governments to come to an agreement, 
it would be advisable to refer to the agreements already existing. 

As regards the date of the Conference, he pointed out that in 1924 they had said that the 
Conference would meet in 1925, and in 1926 they had given the date as 1927. They were now 
talking of 1929 as the date of the Conference. He recognised that the selection of a definite 
date might previously have been of some use in speeding up the work, but he did not think 
that it offered any advantage now. Other forces, indeed, were now at work to secure the 
meeting of the Disarmament Conference at the earliest possible date - public opinion and 
conditions within the various countries, the signin~ of a number of international instruments, 
the growth of mutual confidence and the settlement of various important questions of 
international policy. 

For his own part, he thought it inadvisable to fix a date, but he appreciated Count 
Bernstorff's point of view. They must endeavour to secure a formula which would satisfy 
everyone . 

. M. MoTTA (Switzerland) said that, in view of his country's peculiar position as regards 
disarmament, he thought he might speak quite impartially. 

It was desirable that the Drafting Committee t() be appointed should be acquainted \\ith 
the general trend of opinion in the Committee in order that the draft it would prepare might 
be accepted without further discussion. 

He supported M. Guerrero's statements. The German delegate had referred in his 
proposal to the Paris Pact. Without wishing to under-estimate the value ot that Pact from 
the moral and legal points of view, he considered that the Third Committee would do well 
to follow the example of the First Committee and not mention the Pact. 

As regards the date of the Conference, three years ago he had recommended that it should 
not be fixed. For one thing, experience had proved that fixed dates could not always be 
adhered to, and for another, he did not believe that pressure could be exerted by this means. 
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After having disappointed public opinion so often, they should not go out of their way to 
create fresh disappointment. . . b 

The question was rather different in the case of, the Prepara~ory Commission,_ ecaus~ 
this was a body already working. M. Paul-Boncour s proposal did not fix a defimte ~ate, 
it merely expressed the hope that e~ery effort w~uld be made by the Gover~n:ents With a 
view to resolving the final difficulties and enablmg the Preparatory Commission to .m~et 
to•wards Uic end 'of the present year. This modest hope was reasonable and he was W1lhng 
to support it. 

M. SATO (Japan) stated that his Government had always been prepared to consent to a 
meeting of the Preparatory Commission with a view to a second readmg. The date, h?wever, 
should not be fixed without due thought.· He remembered that, at the March sessiOn, the 
United States delegate had been somewhat annoyed at being summoned to a meeting the date 
of which had been arbitrarily fixed. . . . . . 

He himself as had been the case at the l<l.st sessiOn, was m favour of prehmmary pn va te 
conversations t~king place between the persons concerned, with a view to dispelling ~ny 
misunderstandings which might exist and smoothing over difficulties. In this connection, 
he had approved M. Loudon's proposal, and he thought that it deserved serious consideration. 

He had received no instructions from his Government regarding the date of the general 
Conference, nor was he instructed to represent his Government at the future Disarmament 
Conference. But he thought, speaking personally, that it would be somewhat dangerous 
to fix at the present moment a definite date for that Conference. 

Several speakers- among them M. Benes- had expressed doubts as to the possibility 
of fixing a date for the Conference. He would' refer to the material side of the question. 

The Conference would be of such importance that the number of delegates tor each country 
would be considerable. At Washington, when the Naval Conference took place, certain 
delegations had consisted of two hundred members; last year, the Japanese delegation at the 
Naval Conference had numbered seventy members. Now the future Conference would also 
deal with the problem of disarmament by sea, on lanci, and in the air; and for this reason it 
was expected that the Japanese delegation would consist of at least one hundred delegates. 
Before bringing such a large delegation from so far away, it must be certain that such a 
Conference would achieve definite results; it would not be worth while for the delegation to 
come if only a set-back were to be registered. 

Everything possible must be done and all efforts concentrated in order to bring the 
Freparatory Commission to a successful end, and according to the results obtained they would 
see whether or not the Conference could be held. 

As regards the Preparatory Commission, the date of its next meeting was of little 
importance, since all the delegates were prepared to attend, but the work wouldbefacilitated 
if the date were fixed. 

Another method would be to convene the Commission without preparation, and, as had 
been suggested, to have the naval question discussed in a sub-committee, but he doubted the 
efficacy of such a method. The naval question was one of the most difficult to solve; a sub
committee might discuss it for some time and the members who had come to attend the 
plenary Commission would remain idle for several days. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) would reply to M. Motta's invitation to the delegations to 
put forward their points of view, in stating what instructions he had received from his 
Government, in order that the Committee might be in a position to decide with a full knowledge 
of the facts. Previous speakers had made such full explanations that there was no need to 
prolong the discussion. 

Two proposals were before the Committee, and the preamble in both cases was much the 
same. There were certain differences in drafting, and certain ideas had been emphasised in 
the one proposal and passed over in the other. The conclusion, it was true, contained a more · 
striking divergence. 

As regards the preamble, he shared the German delegation's point of view. M. Paul
Boncour had agreed to modify certain paragraphs in his text, but he appeared to set aside 
other suggestions made by Count Bernstorff. For his part, he would support all the 
amendments which the latter had submitted. 

As regards the conclusion, it would_ appear that the statements submitted by the delegates 
who had. shown the danger of. conv~mng the Conference without proper preparation ought 
to overnde every other consideratiOn. It would be extremely dangerous to initiate a 
Conference without being more or less certain that it_ w_ould s'!-cc~ed. Great importance 
should be attached to the work of the Preparatory Commission, which mcreased in value every 
year. The Council had adopted the recommendations submitted by that Commission on the 
subject of its composition, and wo_uld p-robably continue to do so. Countries which were no 
longer represented on the Council would doubtless retain their place in the Preparatory 
Commission and twenty-nine countries would be thus represented. If the Pre para tory 
Commission- numerous as it was- were to reach an agreement, even though it took several 
months to accomplish its work, there would be more chance of success for the Convention 

He therefore entirely agreed with the conclusion of the French delegation's proposal· 
They must knO\y ,":h~n the Commission could meet. Several methods had been suggested 
and_ seve~al ~o;;sibihtres contemplated, ~ut he could_ not at the moment give an opinion as to 
their advis1biiity. He thought t~at, Without adoptmg any of these methods, it was preferable 
to entrust the matter to the President of the Preparatory Commission, as the latter, being in 
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touch with all the delegates to this Commission, would be able to know whether certain 
divergences had been reconciled by an exch1nge of views or even by agreements between the 
Governments. The President was so experienced that thete was no need to make too definite 
suggestions. 

He only hoped that the opportune moment would come as speedily as possible. 

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain), speaking of the Paris Pact, said that his Government," not having 
yet determined its attitude, he could not give any opinion as to the substance of the que>tion. 
He merely wished to add an explanation as to what had taken place in the First Committee : 
in this Committee the question had been considered from the legal point of view, and as it 
had been shown that the Paris Pact marked no advance in the field of conciliation, arbitration 
and the judicial settlement of disputes, allusion to this Pact had been avoided. 

In the Third Committee, however, the position was different, because they were working 
in the political sphere, and it was a question ot whether the Paris Pact should be mentioned 
in the second paragraph of M. Paul-Boncour's draft resolution, where reference was made 
to the present conditions of security, but he did not insist on either the inclusion or the 
omission of this reference. 

He noted that they were agreed as to the impossibility of fixing a date for the Conference 
or for a meeting of the Preparatory Commission. 

M. Paul-Boncour, in his draft resolution, had expressed a hope which everyone would 
share, namely, that the Preparatory Commission might meet as soon as possible- at the end 
of 1928 or at the beginning of 1929. The date, therefore, was not definitely fixed and public 
opinion could not reasonably be disappointed if this hope were not realised. However that 
might be, they could perhaps reconcile the existing points of view by completing the last 
paragraph of the French proposal with the words : 

" Expresses the hope that these solutions may be arrived at an early date, thus 
facilitating the convening of the general Disarmament Conference. " 

M. SoKAL (Poland) stated that, after discussion by the Drafting Committee, a text 
combining the two proposals before them would come before the Commission. Rather than 
this solution, he would have preferred the one submitted by the British delegate, which laid 
down that the French text should be taken as the basis of work and such amendments made 
to it as were deemed necessary. • 

In any case, he adhered to M. Paul-Boncour's draft, but he would have liked certain 
modifications to·be made in the preamble. 

The first two paragraphs raised the question which had so often been discussed in the 
Preparatory Cvmmission : disarmament and security, or rather security and disarmament. 
He maintained in its entirety his point of view that disarmament was connected organically 
with security, and he would be glad if it were laid down that without security there could be no 
disarmament. This was the theory upheld by certain delegations and, i11 particular, the 
French delegation. 

In concluding, he expressed the hope that the Committee would take his statement into . 
consideration. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) noted that several speakers had said that they shouid have 
confidence in the President of the Preparatory Commission. He had felt confidence in 
l\1. Loudon for a long time past; but the difficulty was that l\1. Loudon, under the terms of 
the French proposal, had no power to convene the Preparatory Commission if the GoverJ).ments 
which were divided on certain questions did not come to an agreement. It was necessary, 
therefore, to ask the Drafting Committee to amend the terms of the proposal in this 
connection. 

(The general discussion was closed.) 

32. Constitution of the Drafting Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee should be composed as follows : 
M. BENEs, Count BERNSTORFF, M. PAUL-BONCOUR, Lord CusHENDUN, l\1. GuERRERO, 
M. LANGE, M. LouDoN, M. SoKAL. 

The proposal was adopted. 

(The Committee rose at 7.10 p.m.) 
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TENTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, September 20th, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman : Count CARTON DE WrART (Belgium). 

33. Adoption of the Report relating to the Establishment of a Radio-telegraphic Station for 
the League of Nations (Annex 5). . 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) declared himself in agre~ment with. the draft re~olution submitted 
by the Sub-Committee in regard to the proposed wrreless station .. ~e wrshed, however •. to 
make it clear how the question now stood, and to propose an ad~rtion to ~he report whrch 
constituted a simple statement of fact. He had already commumcated thrs amendment to 
the Chairman of the Committee and to the Rapporteur. 

How could the League of Nations ensure its ~reedo~ of co?lmunica~lon~ with the Members 
of the League and with the States not Members m ordmary times and m time of emergency ? 
Three solutions had been under consideration. 

The most ambitious consisted in the construction and operation of the station by the 
League of Nations. It had been rejected unanimously, for financial and technical reasons. 
The second solution was that, in pursuance of an offer made by the Federal Government, the 
latter should construct, with the help of the League of Nations, a station with mediuJ?
and short-wave apparatus. In peace-time, its operation would be in the hands of the S~rss 

. authorities; in time of emergency, the stat on would be transferred to the League of Natrons 
subject to certain guarantees which were asked for by the Confederation which did not raise 
any objections of Pr:inciple. . . . . . 

. The third solutron was that the Confederation should construct a station rtself, begmmng 
with a medium-wave station, leaving it to be seen whether later more could not be done. 
The construction and operation of the station would be in the hands of the Federal 
Government, but a modus vivendi would be concluded between it and the League of Nations 
so as to ensure the freedom and independence of the League's communications. 
. The first of these solutions having been· rejected, it had not proved possible to go fully 

into the second owing to technical and financial objections. The Swiss delegation had then 
declared that, in any case, the Confederation was prepared to construct at Geneva a medium
wave wireless station which would be placed at the League's disposal according to 
requirements. Naturally, however, the Confederation would never have thought of 
constructing a wireless station at Geneva if that town had not been the seat of the League 
of Nations. 

But, when it came to working out the details of this solution, discussions took place 
which did not end in a complete agreement. Nevertheless, he wished to point out that 
the Swiss delegation had formally declared that it would have asked the Federal Council, if 
the League of Nations so desired, to conclude a modus vivendi which would ensure the full 
freedom of communications of the League of Nations with the States Members or non-Members 
of the League both in time of peace and in time of emergency. 

To sum up, .added _M. Motta, the Sub-~ommi_ttee had been of the opinion that the problem 
was not one of rmmedrate urgency, that rts vanous elements should continue to be studied 
and that its solution should be deferred until the next ordi!'ary session of the Assembly. ' 

He agreed to this proposal and accepted the draft resolution which had been put forward. 
He wished it, however, to be made quite clear in the report that an offer had been made by 
Switzerland in the event of th~ last sol~tion being adopted, an~ he suggested that an impartial 
statement of fact should be mserted m the report. Accordmgly, the following paragraph 
might be added at the end of the report : 

" It shou!d, howev~r, be added that. the Swiss delegation expressed the intention 
of recommendmg the. Swrs~ Fe<;{eral_Councrl to agree with the League of Nations as to the 
terms of a modus vzvendz whrch, .m ~he Swiss delegation's opinion, would effectively 
ensu~·e t~e full freedom of commumcatrons of the League of Nations both in time of peace 
and m time of emergency. " 

M. Motta concluded by asking his colleagues to approve this addition. 

M. GuERRERO (Salvado_r), Rapporteur, agreed to introduce into the report the paragraph 
proposed ?Y M. Motta, whr~h stated a fact and completed the account given of what had 
occurred m the Sub-Commrttee. · 

. He. desired, ~owever,. to add that. the Federal Government's last proposal raised certain 
drfficul.ties. !he mstalla~ron of a ~edr~m-wavc station alone did not satisfy the overseas 
c?untnes, whrch also desrred to be m drrect communication with the League of Nations in 
times ?f emergency .. Mor~over, ~he fact that the Swiss Government did not make the same 
offers m regard to t~rs ~tatron as m regard to. the. comylete station did not solve the problem : 
the problem of havmg mdependent commumcatrons m times of emergency 

It was for these reasons that it had been preferred to leave the whole pr.oblem · 
0 th d ta d . h th t · · . m suspense, n. e un _ers n mg, o~ever, a mvestigatwns from the technical, financial and legal 
pomts of vrew would contmue, so that the Assembly at its next ordinary session should 
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have at its disposal ful~ information permitting it to pronounce with an adequate knowledge 
of the facts on the vanous proposals put forward this year. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that, whilst accepting the text of M. Guerrero's report, 
the Italian delegation also gave its full adhesion to M. Motta's proposal that the report should 
be supplemented by the amendment which had been read. This addition seemed expedient 
and even necessary, since it explained fully the very clear attitude taken by the Swiss 
delegation in the matter. 

M. SATO (Japan) said that, when this question had been discussed for the first time, he 
had ventured to express some doubts as to the feasibility of constructing and equipping a 
lo~g-r~nge w:reless station. Given the present circumstances as they were, he had no 
obJectiOn to make to the report and to the resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee's views on M. Guerrero's draft report, supplemented 
by the amendment which M. Motta had read. 

The report thus amended and the draft resolution were adopted. 

34. Adoption of the Draft Resolution on the Submission and Recommendation of the .l\lodel 
Treaties of Non-aggression and l\lutual Assistance. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee on Arbitration and Security had drawn up two 
draft resolutions which would be found in the Committee's report. 

In the first draft resolution the Committee suggested that the Assembly should 
recommended the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance which the 
Committee had drawn up to the consideration of the States whether Members or not of the 
League. The text of this draft was as follows : 

" The Assembly, 
" Having noted the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance prepared 

by the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
" Appreciating the value of these model Treaties; 
" And convinced that their adoption by the States concerned would contribnte 

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. " 

. It should be noted, said the Chairman, that the three model Treaties of non-aggression 
and mutual assistance contained clauses dealing with the pacific settlement of disputes, and 
these clauses were substantially identical with those contained in the Treaties for the pacific 
settlement of international disputes drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

In regard to the latter Treaties, the Third Committee was still waiting for the legal 
opinion which the First Committee had been requested to give. It was clear that any 
observations the First Committee might make would have to be borne in mind as relating to 
the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance as well as to the other Treaties. 

He was therefore of opinion that it was only subject to this reservation and to the eventual 
opinion of the First Committee that the Third Committee could immediately embark upon a 
study of the political clauses of the Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance. 

General NENADOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that, during 
the last session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, his delegation had proposed to 
the Committee an alteration in Article 3 of the model collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance. 

Feeling that the model Treaty did not give sufficient guarantees to the signatory Powers 
of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation deemed it necessary 
.to insert in Article 3 of model Treaty D a clause similar to that in Article 4, paragraph 3, of 
the Rhine Pact, which provided for the case of a flagrant violation of the Treaty. 

His delegation considered that this clause was not merely of great importance, but was 
essential, inasmuch as it greatly increased the element of security for each of the Powers 
signatories of that Treaty. It already exi3ted, for the case of a flagrant violation, in the Rhine 
Pact, and it seemed only logical that a similar clause should be inserted in the Treaty of Mutual 
Assistance. The sole object of this measure was to provide against flagrant aggression; 
it would have the effect of preventing the aggressor from availing himself of the delay which 
must inevitably occur before the Council reached its decision. 

The length of this inevitable delay between the outbreak of the conflict and the Counci~'s 
decision could not be foreseen, but it was of great importance, and could even prove fatalm 
the case of certain countries or regions, and thus bring disaster on a country which was the 
victim of aggression. In futu:e wars, with modern engines of warfare, the initial l!-ttacks 
micrht well be unexpectedly swift and extremely violent and could only be stopped With the 
im~ediate and unhesitating assistance of the signatories of the Treaties of mutual assistance. 
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His delegation therefore insisted on the necessity of an a~teratio~ in Ar~icle 3 of the draft 
collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance. The entire cla~se, J_ust as It was ~n Annex 6 ?f t~e 
Minutes of the third session of the Committee on ArbitratiOn and. Secunty, should _II! his 
opinion be inserted in Article 3, for the insertion of that clause would give a valuable additiOnal 
guarantee to the parties signing the Treaty. . 

Otherwise, there would be a danger that the TreatY_ of Mutual Assistance would not be 
efftctive enllugh and that the intervention oi the Council would take place too late. 

The delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes therefore proposed the 
insertion in Article 3 of the following provision : 

" In the case of a flacrrant violation of Article 1 of the present Treaty by one of the 
High Contracting Partie~, each of the other ~ontrac_ting Partie~ he:eby undertakes 
immediately to come to the help of the Party agamst which s~ch ~viOlatiOn or_bre:'lch ~as 
been directed as soon as the said Power has been able to satisfy Itself that this VIOlatiOn 
constitutes a~ unprovoked act of aggression and that, by reason either of the crossing of 
thefrontieroroftheoutbreak of hostilities, immediate action is necessary. Nevertheless, 
the Council of the League of Nations, when officially informed of the question in 
accordance with the first paragraph of this article, will_ issue its findings, an~ the High .., 
Contracting Parties undertake to act in accordance With the recommendatiOns of the 
Council, provided that they are concurred in by all the members other than the 
representatives of the parties which have engaged in hostilities. " 

M. ANTONIADE (Roumania) said that the Roumanian dele~ation unreserv~dly suppo~ted 
. the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes m the declar~tiOn he had JUSt 

made and considered the insertion in a model Treaty of Non-Aggression and Mutual 
Assistance of a clause like the one proposed at a recent meeting of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security and similar to the clause of Article 4 of the Rhine Pact, would be, 
not merely useful, but essential for the purpose of increasing the guarantees provided for in 
such a treaty. 

At the last session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security it had been pointed out, 
during the debate, that the model Treaty D was not a ne varietur treaty, but that, for the 
convenience of certain areas, clauses could be inserted in it, and among the clauses suggested 
was the provision which the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had 
now proposed. 

, The Roumanian delegation had taken note of the declaration, but if the insertion pure and 
simple in the model Treaty of the clause which had just been proposed by the Serb-Croat
Slovene delegation was not possible, it would like the fact to be recorded in the report to be 
submitted to the Assembly. 

The delegate of Roumania declared in conclusion that it was the intention of his 
Government in regard to model Treaties D to consider the insertion of this clause as essential 
and indispensable. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) observed that the question raised by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation 
with the support of the Roumanian delegation was no new one, but it might be advisable to 
explain briefly its importance. 

He wished first of all to express his entire agreement with the views of the two speakers 
who had preceded him. The facts were as follows : There were two stages in the activity 
of the League : the first was the preventive stage, but, as all the means which the League could 
employ for the prevention of war were sufficiently known already, he did not wish to dwell 
on that point. Should these preventive means prove inadequate, however, the result would 
be an armed conflict. Th~ Committee's efforts ~ust therefore ~e directed towards reinforcing 
all the means of prevention as much as possible, and secunng the adoption of measures 
calculated to stop war even after it had begun . 

. He observed that. the work of th~ Committee on Arbitration and Security formed one 
sohd block. PreventiOn, non-aggressiOn and mutual assistance, as well as the German 
Suggestions for the prevention of war, were components of a single whole. 

_In the present case the eventuality of a conflict which could not be stopped was being 
considere~. He here recalled M. Paul-Boncour's very judicious remark that at the outbreak 
of a conflict the aggressor would endeavour to precipitate events in order to prevent the 
setting in motio~ of the_pr~ventive machinery .. That would be a case of flagrant aggression, 
For th~t reason It was md!spensable that prov!Slon should be made in the Treaties of non
aggressiOn and mutual as~Istance to ~eet cases of flagrant aggression, for, unless this were 
done, there would be a nsk of rendenng the mutual assistance utterly ineffectua} since it 
would be offered too late. ' 

The ~equest put forward _by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation was therefore justified, 
and even _m a model treaty w_hic~ was_ not of the ne varietur type, but would be adapted to a 
whole senes of local and special s_Ituatwns, that fl_agrant-aggression clause should be included. 
. He was glad that the ql!estwn had been raised, for public opinion, in considering that 
mstrument of guarantee agai_nst war, would not understand how the representatives of the 
Go~~rnments C?~ld have omitted to contemplate a hypothesis which, in the opinion of all 
pohtrcal and military experts, would have every probability of becoming a reality "f 
broke out. I a war 

He pointe~ ou_t that ~hey were discussing provision for mutual assistance in case 
flagrant aggressiOn Ill a regwnal pact only, and not in a universal protocol. 
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The Roumanian delegate had asked that the Rapporteur should emphasise in his report 
the importance of that clause for a great number of States. He himself thought that it 
would be preferable, and quite practicable, to insert that clause in the model itself. 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France) said that he agreed with the delegates of Poland, Roumania 
and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in regretting that the case of flagrant 
aggression should not have been covered by the model Treaties of mutual assistance, for iiJ. his 
opinion flagrant aggression was to be regarded not as an exceptional case but as the most 
probable contingency. On that very ground he had strongly supported the suggestions put 
forward by the German delegation to prescribe an immediate stoppage of hostilities and the 
prompt evacuation of any points which might have been occupied. They should bear in 
mind that the party desirous of making war would endeavour, in order to avoid the machinery 
of arbitration, to take action before the League could intervene. There was also a danger that 
that party would not readily accept the Council's intimations. It was perhaps in the latter 
case that the mutual assistance provided for in the Treaty should come into action. 

He was afraid, however, that it might be imprudent, at the present time, to attempt to 
alter the model Treaties under consideration, which embodied the results of long and arduous 
work. 

M. Politis had pointed out the root difference between Treaties A, B, C and the Treaties 
of mutual assistance. Room had been found for the ideas of arbitration and conciliation in 
typical Treaties which the Powers were invited to sign. The model Treaties of mutual 
assistance, on the other hand, in virtue of their novelty and the wide range of contingencies 
which they had to meet, were put forward as suggestions, as models in which the contracting 
parties could make any variations they thought fit. They had decided to indicate these 
alternatives in the covering report and to make special mention of the case of flagrant 
aggression. In order to avoid all ambiguity, they had even decided to reproduce in the report 
the actual text of the passage from the Locarno Agreeme'lts. That had been done, and he thought 
the wishes of his colleagues would be met if the Third Committee adopted the same course. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) wished to add a few remarks in support of M. Paul-Boncour. The 
question under consideration had been debated at great length, both by the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security and by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the drafting of the texk 
As a result of compromise, it had been decided to reserve that question as an alternative 
and to indicate this in the Introductory Note, at the same time reproducing the text from the 
Treaty of Locarno. · 

He wished to refer once more to the general nature of the work of the Committee. 'Its 
drafts were neither final nor complete. It had, so to speak, produced skeleton treaties, which 
could only be signed after negotiation. The nature of these negotiations would vary \\ith 
countries, interests and political circumstances. The case of flagrant aggression had not 
been made the object of a un:versal clause owing to the fear that in some cases, which would 
not be identical with those which made it possible to conclude the Locarno Agreements, 
the indication contained in such a clause might prove more harmful than otherwise, and that 
not merely for the League, but also, and above all, for the States, which were endeavouring 
to find additional guarantees of security in the conclusion of these Treaties. 

They might consider the following hypothesis. In their anxiety to mark their sense of 
the danger threatening one of the contracting parties, other parties might hold that flagrant 
aggression had taken place, and forthwith set in motion the scheme of assistance provided for 
in the Treaty. A few days later the Council might arrive at the contrary conclusion. What 
would happen if the Council said that the party against which assistance had been given did 
not deserve the epithet of aggressor ? The general peace would be threatened and so, more 
especially, would the parties directly concerned. 

It was therefore wiser not to translate that clause into a general rule, but to state merely 
that it might be useful and practicable in given circumstances to insert a similar clause, after 
the model of the Locarno Agreements, in the Treaties in question. 

He hoped that his colleagues would be satisfied with the maintenance of that passage 
in the Introductory Note, without, as requested by l\I. Sokal, substituting the word 
" necessary " for the word " useful ", for if they adopted the word " necessary " it would 
appear illogical on the Committee's part not to have made that clause into a general rule and 
embodied it in the model Treaty. 

It was understood that when Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance were being 
concluded, the situation should be examined in order to ascertain the possibility or advisability 
of inserting the clause on flagrant aggression. The same would, moreover, apply to many 
other questions which they ha_d been ~ompellect to reserve, s~ch as the. ~ua~ntee of the 
territorial status quo, the access10n of third States and the creat10n of deilllhtansed zones. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) said that, after M. Politis's explanations, with which he entirely 
agreed, there was no need for him to speak. 

General TANczos (Hungary) pointed out that most of the model Treaties, the first 
paragraphs of which had j'ust come under discussion, were still being considered by other 
Committees. He wished to ask for certain explanations on the subject of some of the articles 
of the Treaty which were also contained in other mo~el Treaties and, as the a_ttitude o! ~he 
Hungarian delegation would depend on these exJ?lanahons, he was not able to give an opm~on 
at the moment without knowing the final draftmg of the text of the other model Treahes. 
He was therefore oblicred to reserve his decision on the model Treaties as a whole until he 
knew the result of th~ First Committee's deliberations. 
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M. SoKAL (Poland) said that he had listened with the greatest atte_ntion to the ~xpl~nationJ 
furnished, but that he had not noted in the Minutes of the Comrmtt~e on Arbitr~tron an 
Security any undertaking entered into by the members of that. Committ~e not to mtervene 
on the subject of these questions when they came before the !hird Co~mi~tee. . 

He would like, before all, to dispel the displeasing impressiOn that, m s~nte of the exis!e~ce 
of a compromise arrived at in the Committee, members. of the Committ~e we~e revivmg 
proposals which the compromise had appeared to set aside. After the discussiOns of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security, the text of a model Treaty D had been drawn.up. 
In the Introductory Note there was a variant submitted by the Serb-Croa!-Slov~ne de!egatr?n, 
which at the meeting on July 3rd, 1928, had made a statement o~ this subJect; I~ which 
statement, however, there was nothing to indicate th~t the delegatl~n.had agre~d With any 
compromise. He thought that opinions in the Comm;ttee were so divided that It would be 
difficult to say on which side there was a majority. . 

Without wishing to enter into a discussion as to the substance of the guest! on, he t~ought, 
however, that there was no really serious disagreement in the Committee concermng the 
procedure to be followed with regard to the proposal made by the Serb-Croat-Sloyene 
delegation and supported by the Roumanian delegation. He added that Poland entirely 
associated herself with the proposal of these two delegations that model D should be 
submitted in its entirety to the Governments with the Introductory Note. He was sur~ that 
he interpreted the wishes of a great number of delegates in saying th~t it woul_d be de~Irable 
to mention, in the report to be submitted to the Assembly, that certam countnes -Without 
saying whether they were in the majority or in the minority - considered that model. D 
should contain the clause in question. As regards the procedure, this formula might be readily 
accepted -for in this connection no divergence of opinion had revealed itself. . 

The extremely important arguments developed by the French and Greek delegates were, 
so far as the substance of the question was concerned, inclined to favour the theory put 
forward ; these delegates merely stressed the fact that, for motives of expediency and general 
co-ordination, it would perhaps be more advisable not to insist. He concluded by pointing 
out that, as regards the substance of the question, there was not really any opposition to 
the insertion of this clause in the Treaty. , 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) said he wished. to comment on the Polish delegate's last 
sentence. He did not share the opinion of the delegates of Roumania, the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes and Poland, but he did not wish to repeat his Government's point 
of view, which he had already had occasion to explain at length in previous speeches. 

As regards the procedure to be followed, he entirely agreed with M. Politis and had no 
objection to the Introductory Note being mentioned in the resolution. 

In a previous resolution, a statement had been made to the effect that the value of the 
Treaty drawn up as a result of the German delegation's suggestions was highly appreciated, 
and he expressed the hQpe that the same wording might be used regarding the Treaties under 
discussion. 

M. BENE~ (Czechoslovakia) proposed to close the discussion on this question, which had 
been dealt with at length and had given rise to laborious negotiatiOns. 

The Polish delegate had been right in predicting that this discussion would be resumed by 
the Third Committee. The question was in fact of vital importance, and he confessed that, 
as Chairman of the Committee, he had found himself in a difficult position. He greatly · 
appreciated the arguments put forward by his frierids and warmly supported them, but as 
Chairman of the Committee he had tried to obtain unanimity and to achieve a compromise 
-the same compromise at bottom that M. Paul-Boncour and M. Politis had endeavoured to 

achieve. 
He thou!,!:ht that his friends might also agree to this compromise, provided that their 

point of view was emphasised in the report. The discussion might now be closed and the 
resolution adopted. · 

. The CH~IRMAN pointed ou_t that !he Committee ~!-ow had to give its first-reading vote, for 
It was possible that observations might be transmitted by the First Committee entailing 
modifications in the drafts. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) pointed out that the First Committee only dealt with arbitration 
treaties. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that certain considerations connected with those Treaties might 
affect the Treaties with which the Third Committee dealt. That was why he wanted to make 
this simple reservation. " 

The resolution on the submission and recommendation of model Treaties of non
aggression and mutual assistance would therefore be drafted as follows : 

" The Assembly, 
" Having noted the model Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance prepared 

by the C?mmittee o~ Arbitrat~on and Security, and amended as a result of the work 
of the First and Third Committees of the Assembly, together with the explanations 
supplied in the Introductory Note drawn up by the first-named Committee· 

' " Highly appreciating the value of these model Treaties; 
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"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. " , .. 

It would also be understood that Article 4 of the Rhi~e Pact would be embodied in its 
entirety in the Introductory Note. 

General T ANczos (Hungary) expressed the same reservations with regard to this draft 
resolution as he had formulated concerning the text of the model Treaties. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee had come to an agreement. 
Subject to the reservations formulated, the draft resolution was adopted with the amendments 

proposed. 

35. Discussion of the Draft Resolution concerning the Good Offices of the Council with regard 
to Treaties of Non-Aggression and l\lutual Assistance. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that this resolution would run as follows: 

" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 25th, 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 Treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance, providing for cone liation, arbitration 
and mutual guarantees against aggression by any one of them constitute..; one of the most 
practical means that can now be recommended to State 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 Treaties; 

" 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 
Covenant, and of concluding a treaty of non-aggression and mutual assistance or a treaty 
of non-aggression for this purpose, and should the negotiations relating thereto meet v.ith 
difficulties, the Council would, if requested -after it had 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 volun'arily accepted, would be 
calculated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue. " 

General T ANczos (Hungary) thought he had understood, from the discussions in the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security, that the intention of that Committee was to express 
its desire that the good offices of the Council might be sought if two :or more States had 
opened negotiations with a view to concluding one of the treaties on the model proposed 
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and that, should these negotiations not 
succeed owing to technical or political difficulties, the Council might be asked to offer its 
good offices with a view to overcoming them. 

He thought that this interpretation seemed to be in conformity with the spirit of the 
discussions in the Committee on Arbitration and Security, as was also apparent from the 
fact that the Introductory Note to the model collective Treaties of mutual assistance drawn 
up by that Committee contained in paragraph (j) the following words : 

" In these cases the 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. " 
He thought this statement implied that the Counc l's task in these cases would be to act 

merely as mediator. The sentence contained in the last paragraph of the said draft resolutio.n 
seemed to give that impression. However, in orde!' to avoid any ambiguity in the text of this 
paragraph, he thought it would be advisable to insert after the words " if requested " the 
words " by all the parties concerned ". 

He concluded by submitting an amendment to that effect. 

The discussion was deferred till the next meeting. 
(The Committe,' ros~ at 5.35 p.m.) 
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ELEVENTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, September 21st, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WrART (Belgium). 

36. \Vorl• of the Prt>paratory Commission for the Disarmament Confer·ence (continuation 
of the discussion). 

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Drafting Committee appointed by t~e Third c_ommit~ee 
had prepared a text entitled " Draft Resolution submitted by the Draftmg Commrttee wrth 
the exception of the German Delegation ". The text was as follows : 

" Whereas a close connection exists between international security and the reduction 
and limitation of armaments; 

" And whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Coven~nt ?f the 
League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, an~ in particular by the reductions m the 
armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, 
would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first general Convention for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments; 

· " And whereas those Governments which consider that their security is not 
sufficiently assured to enable them to reduce and limit their armaments are now, thanks 
to the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, in possession of fresh means 
for strengthening their security, of which it is to be hoped_ that they will make use, at 
need, by having recourse to the good offices of the Council; 

" And whereas the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
will increase international security; 

, " And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be 
pursued so that, by further steps, armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase 
of security allows; 

" The Assembly : 
" Urges the necessity of accomplishing the first step towards the reduction and 

limitation of armaments with as little delay as possible; 
" Notes with satisfaction that certain Governments have already taken steps to 

prepare the way for the future work of the Preparatory Commission; 
" Earnestly hopes that Governments among which differences of opinion still subsist 

as to the conditions for the reduction and limitation of armaments will seek without 
delay, in the most liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions 
which will enable the work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and 
brought to a successful issue ; · 

" Trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in time to enable the meeting of the 
Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or, should this not be 
feasible, at the beginning of 1929; and 

" Proposes to the Council that the Chairman of the Preparatory Commission be 
instructed to keep in contact with the Governments concerned so that he may be apprised 
of the progress of their negotiations and may be able to convene the Commission as soon 
<IS possible. " 

The Chairman called the Committee's attention to the passage in which the Drafting 
Committee : " Earnestly hopes that the Governments ... will seek without delay, in the most 
liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions which will enable the 
work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed and brought to a successful 
issue ", and expressed his own earnest hope that the same spirit of conciliation and interna
tional solidarity would be shown in their own Committee, would diminish differences of 
opinion among them, and enable them to adopt solutions with a view to the speedy resump
tion and success of the work of the Prepa.ratory Commission. 

M. PAUL-BoNcouR (France) said that, as he was a member of the Drafting Committee 
it was hardly fitting for him to ask for any change in the proposed draft. Nevertheless h~ 
ventured to make a suggestion which he hoped his colleagues in the Third Committee would be 
willing to consider in the spirit in which it was made, namely, in the fervent hope of securing 
unanimity for a resolution which would be valueless unless it was unanimous. For its aim 
was to a.rouse public opinion, to awaken in it the necessary hopes and obtain from it the 
necessary driving force to ensure the responsible parties arriving at agreements which would 
make it possible for them to bring their work to a close. 
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M. Paul-Boncour would like to see eliminated from the text anything that could give 
rise to the slightest uncertainty as to their determination to arrange for the Preparatory 
Commission to meet again at the beginning of next year, if not before. He was weJI placed 
to give an interpretation of the draft resolution that had just been read out inasmuch as his 
coiJeagues had done him the honour of embodying in it the major part of the proposal which he 
had himself submitted. There were two complementary propositions in the resolution. 
The first was that a great effort should be made to ensure that the main difficulti~s which !ttood 
in the way of the work should be removed; and the second was that they should endeavour to 
fix a date in such a way that the very' fixing of it would be another invitation to those 
concerned to sink their differences and reach the necessary agreements. 

The wording : " Trusts that these solutions may be arrived at in time to enable a 
meeting of the Preparatory Commission to be held at the end of the present year or, should 
this not be feasibje, at the beginning of 1929 ", was clear enough as it stood. He asked 
his colleagues to consider whether the words "in any case" should not be put in before 
"at the beginning of 1929", in order to show their determination that the Preparatory 
Commission should meet in any event. 

Once assembled, it should do fruitful work provided the divergences had been overcome. 
And if, by ill fortune - the contingency must be reckoned with frankly; he owed it to his 
sense of realities to face it- if, by ill fortune they failed to agree, each must take his share of 
the responsibility. It would then be the unpleasant duty of the President of the Preparatory 
Commission, a duty the speaker hoped he would be spared, to teiJ the Council that agreement 
had proved impossible and that a great disillusion was in store for the world. 

He placed this contingency before them only to show that, in his concern for realities, he 
had overlooked no eventuality, but at the same time he declared his belief that, if unanimity 
could be reached on a proposal like the one submitted to them, they would be entering on a 
new vista of hope. · 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) recalled that, at a previous meeting, he had intimated that 
he could not concur in a resolution which would fix the date of the Conference, and he had 
given his reasons. . 

The delegate of Italy haJ associated himself with the idea of holding a meeting of the 
Preparatory Commission as soon as possible, but held that the President of that Commission 
must be left to judge when the opportune moment had arrived. 

That view had been taken account of by the Drafting Committee in the resolution now 
submitted to the Third Committee. Only one delegation had not concurred. So far a~ the 
Italian delegation was concerned, the draft had its fuiJ support. 

The Italian delegation was able also to concur entirely in the suggestion just made by 
M. Paul-Boncour. 

With regard to the preamble, the speaker had suggested at the time that this should be 
drafted from the two original texts, and, generally speaking, he was satisfied with the present 
version. As regards the paragraph beginning "Notes with satisfaction ... ", howewr, 
he would have preferred that the Assembly should not express an opinion on any act or 
agreement the contents of which it d1d not know, and thought this paragraph should be 
omitted from the proposed text. Nevertheless, he would not stand in the way of its 
adoption, but suggested an amendment which would make its acceptance easier. Instead 
of saying : " The Assembly ... Notes with satisfaction the fact that certain Governments 
have already taken steps to prepare ... ", it would be better to say : " The Assembly ... 
Notes with satisfaction the steps taken by certain Governments to prepare ... " 

He hoped that the French and British delegations and the Committee as a whole would 
approve this suggestion, which would make the wording simpler, while keeping the reference 
to the steps taken- a reference which it had been considered desirable to include. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) reminded them of the reasons why the German delegation 
had felt unable to accept the text of the resolution before the Committee. 

The Chancellor of the Reich had asked the Assembly to convene the Disarmament 
Conference, and the resolution was not at all in keeping with that proposal. Nevertheless, 
perhaps it would be possible to. arrive at a compromise, as that was the way matters almost 
always ended at Geneva. 

But the resolution was not acceptable to the German delegation in view of the great ideas 
on which the League was based, and for the sake of which Germany had entered the League. 
Germany felt that the League was the great world-institution for pacification and disarmament. 
There were, of course, at the present time still obstacles in the way of disarmament, and in 
order to eliminate them he fully realised that Governments must be given time to come to 
an agreement on the points at issue. He quite understood that, before convening the 
Preparatory Commission, they should wait till ce1~tain obstacles had been overcome, leaving 
the President of the Commission to judge 'vhen the· moment had arrived. But the proposed 
resolution was tantamount to an absolute abdication by the League in the matter of 
disarmament, inasmuch as it said quite plainly that the Governments still had obstacles to 
overcome and that it was necessary to wait patiently until these obstacles disappeared. 

The League ought to take up a totally different standpoint, and say : " The Gowrnments 
must strive to compose their differences, but if they do not, I myself "ill make a last great 
effort at disarmament ". They could not possibly sit still and wait till the nanl Powers, for 
instance, should themselves solve the dilliculties standing in the way of disarmament or 
shelve them till the next Washington Conference. 
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This was why the German delegation had not seen its way to adopt the resolution. Now, 
however, the situation had changed somewhat and he was ex~reme!y grat~ful to M. Paul
Boncour for proposing in a spirit of conciliation something which mig~t bnd~e the gulf. e 

Nevertheless, he had certain reservations to make : (1) The Comnnttee nnght not ag;e 
to M. Paul-Boncour's suggestion. (2) If the Committee accepted it, he thought the relatiOn 
between the work of the Preparatory Commission and t~e Dis~rmament Conference should be 
bro!!ght out. (3) There were certain points in connecti?n With passages of th~ preamble -
for instance, the one raised by General de Marinis- which would have to ~e discuss~d ... 

The speaker wished to make these reservations before he returned to Ius delegation With 
another proposal. He wished to explain why he felt unable t~ support the proposed text and 
why he was particularly grateful to M. Paul-Boncour for his endeavour, by the proposed 
amendment to' make the text of the resolution bearable, if not agreeable, to the German 

' delegation. 

M. LouooN (Netherlands) did not wish to oppose an amendment which had been devised 
to secure the unanimous vote of the Committee. 

He reminded them of his attitude throughout the deliberations ~f ~he Preparatory 
Commission. His chief concern was the success of the Preparatory Comnnsswn. He wanted 
to avoid failure at any price, and that was why he had said over and over again that the great 
Powers chiefly concerned - and above all the great naval Powers - must come to an 
understanding on naval questions. . . 
. Once such an understanding had been reached, the speaker would have had no hesitation 
in summoning the Commission on his own responsibility. -

If, as seemed inevitable from the proposed new draft, he was ordered in any event to 
summon the Preparatory Commission at a given time, he would consider himself as acting, not 
on his own responsibility, but as the agent of the collective responsibilities of the Assembly. 

He was glad it had been possible to add the last paragraph, proposing to the Council that 
the President of the Preparatory Commission be instructed to keep in contact with the 
nations concerned so that he might be apprised of the progress of their negotiations and might 
be able to convene the Commission as soon as possible. He need not say that he would do 
everything in his power for the Commission to be convened as soon as possible. 

The speaker thought the best way to proceed would be by means of private conversations 
between five persons if possible, or four, three or even two. He would set to work as soon as 
pos~ible to promote the agreement which was so essential for the success of the coming meeting. 

He would beg, however, for a little latitude as regards the summoning of the Commission. 
M. Paul-Boncour had suggested " des Ie debut de 1929 "; M. Loudon would like " au debut 
de 1929 ". 

Three possibilities might be considered : First, that agreement would be reached a few 
weeks hence, in which case the Commission might be summoned before the end of the year. 

In the second place, they might very soon convince themselves that no solution could be 
arrived at, and in that event too there was so r~ason why the Commission shol}.Id not meet as 
soon as possible. 

But there was also the contingency that, after a few weeks, the negotiations might reach 
a stage that gave every prospect of a good result, and in that case it might be advisable to 
postpone convening the Commission. It should still be said that the Commission would meet 
in the early part of the year, but these words would be taken to mean the first half of 1929. 

The President of the Preparatory Commission hoped that his suggestion would meet with 
no objections, for this interpretation would make his task easier. 

~he CHAIR~AN suggested that all the proposed amendments should be referred back to the 
praftmg Committee. However, with regard to M. Paul-Boncour's amendment at any rate, 
It would be as well for the Committee to express its opinion beforehand. 

M. SoKAL _(Poland) ~ished to expla~n the present position of the Committee. 
The ~raftmg Committee had submitted to them a draft, which, unfortunately, had not 

been unammously adopted. Thereupon the representative of France had made on his own 
behalf, a proposal that constituted a supreme effort to reach unanimity, b'ut this was 
unsuccessful yesterday, the German delegation being unable to assent to the proposed text. 

Although Count Bernstorff had thanked M. Paul-Boncour for his intervention and had 
referre_d to it as. providing a ~ridge for t_he German delegation, the representative or' Germany 
had Withheld. his approva~ Without statmg what his objections were. 

If then, In order to give the !Iecessary guidance to the Drafting Committee, the speaker 
were asked whether the compromise. proposed by M. Paul-Boncour, in a spirit of conciliation, 
ought t_o be acc_epted by the Co~mittee; he would be obliged to reply ". No " if the German 
delegati~n co!Itmu.ed to feel at liberty to bring up again before the Drafting Committee all 
the modificatiOns It had. already proposed. If, on the other hand, the German delegation 
accepted the proposal Without any reservations, he would be able to reply " Yes ". 

~· Mo:rA (Switzerl~nd) desired to communicate to the Committee the impression left by 
the discussiOn that had JUSt begun upon one who claimed to be as impartial and detached as 
anybody. · 
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Recapitulating the three amendments, he felt that no one could have any difficulty in 
supporting the amendment proposed by M. Paul-Boncour. Similarly, the proposal of General 
de Marinis, which merely took note of a particular fact, should also find unanimous acceptance. 
The explanation given by the President of the Preparatory Commission in defence of the slight 
alteration he suggested should also have the effect of overcoming any opposition to this third 
amendment. 

There remained the statement made by Count Bernstorff. It contained a firs.t reservalion 
which consisted in saying they were not unanimous. But this unanimity would be obtained; 
consequently, the reservation would no longer apply. 

A second reservation referred to the possible fate of General de Marinis's amendment. 
The Committee could be reassured on that point as well :its fate would be a favourable one. 

Finally, Count Bernstorff wished mention to be made of the general Conference. On this 
point he ventured in a friendly spirit to draw the German representative's attention to the fact 
that, as they were agreed, in any case, for the Preparatory Commission to meet in the early 
months of next year, this would be equivalent to preparing for the ~eneral Conference, and 
should thus give the German delegation complete satisfaction. · 

But the fact which should remove any idea of opposition on his part, and should have a 
similar effect on the Committee as a whole, was that the President of the Preparatory 
Commission had given a definite interpretation of their recommendation when he said that he 
interpreted it [;S meaning he W8S to receive a kind of mandate from the Assembly to summom 
the Preparatory Commission in the early months of 1929. 

He asked what more was wanted, and felt that, with a little goodwill, it should be possible 
to obtain complete agreement in respect of all the proposed amendments. If there were 
any doubt whatsoever on the subject, they could ask for the amendments to be referred back 
to the Drafting Committee, but he felt it to be unnecessary. 

M. SATO (Japan) said that he could be very brief after the clear and forceful explanation 
given by M. Motta. He would confine himself to saying that the Japanese delegation accepted 
the three amendments proposed by the representatives of France and Italy and the President 

· of the Preparatory Commission. 
With regard to Count Bernstorff's reservation, he found considerable difficulty in accepting 

it. The Japanese delegation considered that they should concentrate all their efforts on 
summoning the Preparatory Commission as soon as possible and ensuring a successful outcome 
of its labours. As the Preparatory Commission would be summoned at the beginning of next 
year, it could, at the conclusion of its work, fix a near date for calling the general Disarmament 
Conference. 

Count BERNSTORFF (Germany), in spite of what had been said, felt it his duty to support 
the Chairman's proposal to refer back the draft resolution to the Drafting Committee. He had 
the feeling that the proposed text still contained some incomprehensible contradictions. 

Replying to M. Sakal, the representative of Germany said that the words " Yes " or 
" No " always came at the end of a compromise and not at the beginning. 

It had. possibly been noticed yesterday in the Drafting Committee that, at a certain 
moment, he had ceased to take part in the discussion. He felt that it would not have been fair 
to discuss a compromise proposal and to accept such-and-such a point and then to say that 
he did not accept the proposal as a whole. He had simply given it to be understood that, 
in consequence of his instructions, he could not support the proposed resolution. 

The representative of Germany repeated his request to refer the matter back to the 
Drafting Committee. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) felt called upon to reply directly to the question raised by Count 
Bernstorff. There was undoubtedly a misunderstanding. Certainly the words " Yes " or 
" No "should not be said before a compromise had been concluded, but he considered, possibly 
wrongly, that there had been no compromise. There was simply a text. 

That text was valid; it had been approved by the Drafting Committee and the latter had 
that day put it before them. For the reasons explained by 1\1. Paul-Boncour, it was to be 
regarded as a compromise, and, as the representative of Switzerland had said, this formula 
could be regarded as being acceptable by everyone. 

This feeling had been confirmed by the representative of Italy and the President of the 
Preparatory Commission. In these circumstances, the situation was perfectly clear and 
straightforward. What could the Drafting Committee do further except start the whole 
discussion anew ? 

If Count Bernstorff had proposed referring the matter back in order to introduce 
alterations of some value, he would have been in agreement, but the substance of the proposal 
ought not to meet with any opposition, and consequrntly for the time being there was no object 
in altering the proposed text. 

The CHAIRMAN said that he was quite willing to avoid a further meeting of the Drafting 
Committee, but he thought that, in view of the importance of the question, it was advisable 
that the delegates should have before them a final text modified in accordance "ith the 
amendments on which it had proved possible to come to an agreement. 

M. LANGE (Norway) supported the proposal to refer the text with the amendments to the 
Drafting Committee. 
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M. MoTTA (Switzerland) said that he was ready to accept any solution holding a guarante1 
of complete agreement. In a spirit of conciliation he was prepar~d to support the proposa 
of reference to the Drafting Committee if that proposal could brmg about a settlement. 

M. PFLOGL (Austria) desired a meeting of the Drafting Committee for another rea~on. 
He thought that, when one of the members not in agree~ent asked for another meetmg, 
there still e4isted a chance of agreement and they could not Ignore tha~ chance: . 

Lord CusHENDUN (British Empire) said he did not wish to raise any obJeCtiOn ~o the 
proposed further meeting of the Drafting C?mmittee. ~e thought, however, that It was 
desirable to know what the Drafting Committee was gomg to do. Was the ~vho~e of the 
document to be redrafted ? That was a possible course, but he did not thm!c It would 
advance their labours. On the other hand, if the Drafting Committee had only to mcorporate 
the three suggested amendments, their labours would b~ so light that it see~ed ~nnecessar~ 
to convene a meeting at all, since any person could wnte the amendments m .with a pencil 
in two minutes. Owing to the procedure which was usually foll~nved, the thr_ee amendments 
were all under discussion together, but he would have thought It better to ~I~cuss them one 
by one. So far as he had been able to gather, no one had offered any opposition to a~y one 
of the three. He himself had not done so for the simple reason that none of the three many 
degree altered the sense. . . . 

He would like to emphasise that, throughout a very long discussion at th_e Draftmg 
Committee, he pointed out that there were a good many matters i!l the draft t~ which he_t?ok 
exception for various reasons, but, being extremely anxious to arnve at a unammous deciSion, 
he withdrew these objections and the text was agreed. 

He understood that the text would be presented to the Third Committee with an 
expression of regret that the German delegation had been unable to give its assent .. Now 
it appeared that the draft was to be thrown aside, and he would like to ask, before It 'Yas 
decided to have another Drafting Committee, whether it would be confined to incorporatmg 
in the text the three amendments to which there had been no opposition, or whether it was to 
begin all over again and draft a new text. 

· Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) said that he perfectly understood Lord Cushendun's · 
attitude, but there unfortunately existed a great difference between their respective situations, 
for, as the representative of a country which had been disarmed, it was his duty to be more 
meticulous and to ascertain the exact significance of a proposal before he accepted it. 

The proposals which had been put forward that day had been so hurriedly drafted that it 
would be advisable to revise the text so as to make it quite clear. The President of the 
Preparatory Commission believed that he had been given definite instructions to convene the 
Preparatory Commission, but that did not clearly appear from the draft which had been 
adopted. 

In addition, the legal experts of the German delegation were of opinion that the second and 
third paragraphs of the draft were completely inconsistent with each other. 

He would be sorry if the opportunity were denied him to lay his point of view before the 
Drafting Committee. He had to follow the instructions received from his Government, and 
he requested the Committee to have regard for the circumstances in which he was placed and 
to agree to a new meeting - however short - of the Drafting Committee. 

Baron RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS (Belgium) supported M. Motta as to the need for agreement. 
He was not clear as to the usefulness of referring the amendments to the Drafting Committee, 
for, if the points at issue were merely ones of drafting, it would be easy to come to an agreement 
at a plenary meeting. 

He thought that the difficulty was due to a certain obscurity in the draft, which did not 
make it quite clear whether the Committee should meet at the end of the year, at the beginning 
of 1929, or only after "agreed solutions which will enable the work of the Preparatory 
Commission to be brought to a rapid and successful issue " had been reached. 

The President of the Preparatory Commission had been asked to keep in contact with the 
Governments concerned, but it was understood that even if the result of these conversations 
failed to realise expectations, the Commission should be convened. All the members of the 
Commission were agreed that it should meet at the end of 1928 or the beginning of 1929. 
That was the first fact which ought to be clearly stated. The second fact was that the result 
of the Commission's work was to bring about the meeting of the Disarmament Conference. 

M. SATO (Japan) s~id he had not at first quite understood the difficulties which Count 
Bernstorff felt m acceptmg the draft resolution with M. Paul-Boncour's amendment although 
he ha?, indeed, in his earlier ~peech, formulated some rather vague reserves. ' 

_Smce the Ge_rman delegates second speech, however, M. Sa to realised that the difficulties 
lay m the _meamng that s~oul? be at~ached to the last paragraph but one. The German 
delega~e _wished more defimte mstructwns _to be given to the President of the Preparatory 
Commission, so that the l_atter should be obliged to convene the Commission by a certain time. 

He could go so far, 111 that respect, as to support Count Bernstorff's suggestions. 
Tl~e German delegate had also expressed doubts in regard to certain paragraphs of the 

resolutiOn. It appeared necessary, therefore, to go once more to the Drafting Committee so 
that every ambiguity should be cleared up. Count Bernstorff would then have an opportu~ity 
of submitting ll:is amendments, and it was to be hoped that a complete settlement would be 
~rought abo~t 111 th~ course of a few hours. The Committee would thus next day- either 
111 t~e mormng or 111 the afternoon - be in possession of a resolution that might prove 
unammously acceptable. 
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L')rd CusHENDUN (British Empire) said he quite agreed with Baron Rolin Jaequemyns 
and M. Sato that all ambiguity sh:mld be removed from the text. He wished, however, to 
ask the Committee carefully to consider what it had in view as a second step if a definite 
mandate was given to the President of th~ Preparatory Commission to convene that 
Commission at the end of this year or at the beginning of the next. Was it the desire of the 
Committee that, even if the Powers were not in a position tCJ come to an agreement, the 
Preparatory Commission should be summoned in order to report to the Coundl that t:b.eir 
efforts in the direction of dis1rmament had failed ? The only alternative, in the circumstances 
he had mentioned, would be to have a further adjournment. He hoped that those who took 
part in redrafting the text would bear that point in mind, and would be quite clear upon so 
important a matter. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it seemed to be the general opinion that the text of the 
amendments should again be referred to the Drafting Committee. He agreed with l\I. l\Iotta 
and other delegates that, in view of what had been said, the amendments of M.Paul-Boncour, 
M. Loudon and General de Marinis were accepted by the Committee. 

Thus the drafting Committee, aware of the Committee's views, would restrict itself to 
drafting the text - removing, of course, at the same time any ambiguity which might still 
exist. 

This was agreed to. 
(The Committee rose at 5.45 p.m.) 

TWELFTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, September 22nd, 1928, at 3.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

37. Adoption of tlre Draft Resolution relating to the Work of the Preparatory Commissi~n 
for the Disarmament Conference. 

The discussion was opened on the following text submitted by the Drafting Committee : 
" Whereas a close connection exists between international security and the reduction 

and limitation of armaments; 
" And whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Covenant of the 

League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, and in particular by the reductions in the 
armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, 
would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first general Convention for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments; 

"And whereas those Governments which consider that their security is not 
sufficiently assured are now, thanks to the work of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security, inpossession of fresh means for strengthening their security, of which it is to 
be hoped that they will make use, at need, by having recourse to the good offices of the 
Council; 

"And whereas the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
will increase international security; 

" And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security shall be 
pursued so that, by further steps, armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase 
of security allows ; -

" The Assembly : 
" Urges the necessity of accomplishing the first step towards the reduction and 

limitation of armaments with as little delay as possible; 
" Notes with satisfaction the efforts of certain Governments to prepare the g1ound 

for the future work of the Preparatory Commission; 
" Earnestly hopes that Governments among which differences of opinion still subsist 

as to the conditions for the reduction and limitation of armaments will seek without delay, 
in the most liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity, agreed solutions 
which will enable the work of the Preparatory Commission to be brought to a successful 
issue; 

" Proposes to the Counci~ that the President of the Preparatory Commissior~ be 
instructed to keep in contact w1th the Governments concerned so that he may be appnsed 
of the proaress of their negotiations and may be able to convene the Commission at the 
end of the "'present year or, in any case, at the beginning of 1929. " 

6. 
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Count BERNSTORFF (Germany) read the following statement on _behalf of the German 
delegation : . 

" The German delegation has noted the discussions of the Third Committee and the 
resolutions submitted by the Drafting Committee. . . 

" In view of the undeniable difference between the tenor of the resolutioD: now before 
. us, on t.he one hand, and the principles enunciated b_Y t~e German del~ga~10n and the 
methods which this delegation proposed for the apphcatwn of these prmciples, on the 
other we are unable to accede to this resolution. 

,: The resolution, however, does not exclude all possibility of the eventual a pplicat~on 
of the above-mentioned principles. In these circumstances, the German delegation 
will abstain from voting when the resolution is submitted to the Assembly, and reserves 
the right to explain its attitude at greater length on that occasion. " 
General TANczos (Hungary) stated that the Hungarian delegation would also abstain from 

voting the draft resolution. 
The draft resolution was adopted. 

38. Adoption of the Draft Resolution concerning the Good Offices of the Coum·il with 
regard to Treaties of Non-Aggression and l\Iutual Assistance. 

M. LANGE (Norway) said that he belonged to a country 'Yhich had no indi_vidual interest 
in the question· of treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance, nor was It pro~able, as 
far as _man could foresee, that Norway would ever need to conclude a treaty of this kmd. He 
therefore considered the question from a general point of view. 

He had been instructed to express Norway's satisfaction with the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security. He was happy to note that the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security, in which all shades of opinion were represented, had confirmed the principle put 
forward by the Norwegian delegation at the 1923 Assembly. 

They had eliminated all possibility of States grouping themselves together against third 
parties. Moreover, they had embodied in the system of mutual assistance and non-aggressio.n 
the legal principles of judicial or friendly settlement which were the very essence of the League 
of Nations. They might therefore rightly say : " E pur si muove "-the world was making 
some progress after all. 

Referring to the question of demilitarised zones, dealt with in the Introductory Note, 
he referred to the original Finnish proposals in this connection. HeJhought there were several 
regions in the world in which it would be highly desirable to establish such zones in order to 
.~;reclude all possibility of armed conflict .. 
' The text referred to the demilitarised zone between Norway and Sweden. That zone had 
been in existence for twenty-three years, but the fact was practically unknown in both 
countries, which was perhaps the object of that kind of servitude. Without going so far as 
to say that this zone had created between two neighbours, who had formerly been separated 
by prolonged disputes, the present state of confidence and mutual friendship, it might 
truthfully be asserted that the zone had been a most important factor in producing this result, 
particularly at certain times. 

If, therefore, the Preparatory Commission and the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
were to continue their work, they might consider the possibility of preparing a model regulation 
for the establishment of demilitarised zones. If they made all due allowance for individual 
cases, they could certainly succeed in establLhing general rules. 

The _Inter_par!ia~entar~ Union in 1924 at Berne and 1925 at Washington had prepared 
a regulatiOn of this kmd which he ventured to recommend to any who might wish to take the 
matter up. 

1\_1. HoLST! (~inland) said ~hat his coun;try continued to be keenly interested in the 
questiOn. He entirely agreed With M. Lange s suggestion. · 

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had received an amendment by General 
Tanczos. to the effect that they should _insert, in the last paragraph of the draft resolution 
concermng the good offices of the Council, after the words " if requested " the words " by the 
parties concerned ". . ' 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, pointed out in the first place that the whole general 
arrangement of the draft on this point was indicated in the Introductory Note and that the 
t~xt su_bmitted to t~e Co~mittee was the result of a compromise reached after a lengthy 
discussiOn. The mam anxiCty expressed was lest the application of these methods should be 
accol"!lpanied by a certain kind of pres~ure on States which were not yet prepared to conclude 
treaties of assistance or non-aggressiOn~ That was why they had inserted in the last 
paragraph but one of the draft resolution, the proviso that the Council when i~vited to offer 
its good offices, should only do so if the two parties consented. · ' 

· He gave an example to illustrate his point : let them suppose that difficulties had arisen 
and that one of the countries h~d asked the Counci_l to aff?r~ its good offices. According to 
the ~ext of the draft, the Council would take n~ actiOn until It had ascertained that the other 
parties concerned were also prepared to accept Its good offices :otherwise the Council's action 
would not be likely to prove successful. 

General Tanczos proposed that the parties should also be required to come to an agreement 
before any request was addressed to the Council, namely, that when the negotiations for the 
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conclusion of a treaty of mutual assistance came to a difficult pass, none of the parties could 
apply to the Council separately unless the other parties agreed to this procedure. 

_He (M. Politis) thought that this would render the suggested procedure useless. If all 
parties had to agree before the Council intervened when serious difficulties arose in the course 
of the negotiations, it was almost certain that the agreement would never be reached and in 
these circumstances the Council would be unable to take action. 

This would not only complicate the system, but would involve an indire~t deroga'tion 
from the procedure laid down in the Covenant, since the case in point corresponded exactly 
with the situation described in Article 11, paragraph 2, of the Covenant. This article 
confirmed the constitutional right of every Member of the League to request the Council to 
intervene with a view to settling difficulties. 

To avoid this twofold disadvantage, it would be wiser not to adopt General Tanczos's 
amendment. General Tanczos had always shown such a practical spirit and such sound 
commonsense that he would appeal to him, in virtue of these very qualities, to refrain from 
pressing his amendment. 

· It might seem superllcially that the right accorded to one of the parties to apply to the 
Council- a statutory right in the relations between States Members of the League- would 
only be exercised by certain parties. All the parties, however, - sometimes one and 
sometimes another- might have an interest in applying to the Council. Why should they bar 
the possibility of such action ? 

Finally, he repeated the hope that the Hungarian delegation would withdraw its 
amendment. 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) admitted that the Rapporteur's arguments made a compromise 
possible on this point. 

If he had rightly understood the Rapporteur's explanations, the question was that of 
the right of any one party to ask the Council to take action; but the Council could not take 
such action unless the other party agreed. The text submitted to the Committee did not 
convey this idea. It simply said " if requested ", by anybody, that is to say. Any country 
might therefore request the Council to intervene in a discussion between two States. For 
instance, in the case of a dispute between Hungary and Roumania, any other country -
England, France or Honduras - might ask the Council to intervene and the parties in 
question would have to submit to such action. 

The Rapporteur's remarks threw an entirely different light on the question. 'J"he 
initiative could only be taken by one of the parties concerned, and not by any country at large; 
moreover, actual intervention by the Council would be subject to the acceptance of such · 
intervention by the other party. In order clearly to express this idea in the text submitted 
to the Committee, they sluuld add, after " if requested ", the words " and if the other party 
consents ". If this were done, the object of General Tanczos's amendment would be attained. 

M. PAuL-BoNcouR (France) supp:lrted the observations made by M. Politis, but could not 
agree to Count Apponyi's interpretation. He was as anxious as the Rapporteur that the 
Hungarian delegation should see its way to withdraw its amendment. 

When the Rapporteur had made this request, Count Appohyi had replied that a 
compromise might be reached. His own comment on that was that the actual text before 
the Committee was already the result of a compromise, and when a compromise had been 
reached it might be very awkward to change its basis afterwards. 

He was in a particularly strong position to say this because, a day or two earlier, he 
himself had set the example by accepting a compromise which did not entirely meet his wishes 
on the subject of flagrant aggression. 

He then pointed out that the very short resolution concerning the good offices of the 
Council was not a negligible addition to the text of the model Treaty of Arbitration and 
Security; in the opinion of many people, it was the essential part of that Treaty. 

Too much importance must not, of course, be attached to legal documents, which, after 
all, were only paper and not action. Their value was their propaganda value, and lay 
essentially in the use which was made of them. The most important thing, therefore, was that 
there should be a League of Nations and a Council able and willing to make use of those 
documents. 

That had been the view· taken last year; when the resolution stating that the Assembly 
held that an increase in security must be sought in action by the League of Nations had been 
passed unanimously. Drafting a text was not an action; it was simply a preparation for 
action designed to bring about the conclusion of separate or collective conciliation or 
arbitration treaties, and to generalise and co-ordinate such treaties. 

In his view, therefore, and in the view of many'other members, the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, which ought to be so fruitful and valuable, would have no effect 
unless the finishing touch were put to it by what was known as the resolution on the good ~flices 
of the Council. The Council must not wait until conflicts occurred; it must act preventively, 
exercising a moral pressure- a collective intemational pressure, at which nobody could take 
umbrage, because it was exercised in the name of intemational peace- and it mus~ say to ~he 
parties: " You must conclude tllis agreement because it is necessary in order to mp conflicts 
in the bud ". 

That, however, could only be done if it 'vere not necessary to obta.in the consent of all 
the parties. Otherwise, the Council's action would be needless. 
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In a resolution calling for the good offices of the Council, it was _superflu?us and dangero~s, 
he thought, to state at the end that those good offic~s might prove moper~bv;. 1t~:~;;;ed a compromise had been proposed he had accepted It, and he asked that Its ou . 
to. He therefore begged his coll~agues not to hamper the policy of disarmament by lessemng 
the possibility of increasing security. . . . ld b f d th 

If no mo_re completely efficient instrume1_1t for pro.vidmg secunty cou e oun., ey 
should at least leave the Council, as interpretmg the wii~ of the A~sembly a~~ responsible for 
the peace of the world, in a position not to keep the parties to a dispute wmtmg too long. 

M. voN SrMSON (Germany) said he was in th~ same position as M. Paul-Boncour. He 
was necessarily in sympathy with a prop?sal. whi~h he w~s unable t~ su~p:>rt, becaus~ a 
compromise had been reached on the questiOn m the Committee on Arbitration and. Secunty. 

The question whether delegations which had not be~n represented on the Committee were 
in the same position was unsettled, but as the c?mpr~mise h~d ~een accepte? by ~he German 
delegation, the latter would continue to su~port It, while ~akmg It clear that It entirely agreed 
with the interpretation given by M. Politis. . . 

Care had been taken in drafting the resolution to repeat several times words which showed 
that the free consent of the parties was required. In the third paragraph there were the words: 
" being of opinion that the good offices of the Council, if freely accepted by all the parties ... ", 
and in the last paragraph the words : " good offices which, being voluntarily accepted ... ". 

It had thus been made clear that the Council could not accede to a request unless the 
other party were prepared to consent. It was only on that basis that he accepted the 
compromise. 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) did not agree.":i~h M. Paul-Bon?~u~ that th: essential point 
of the work in progress was to increase the possibility of the Council s mterventron. The moral 
value of intervention by the Council for the purpose of conciliation was great; but the backbone 
of the system, both of the League and of the work in which they were now engaged, was 
arbitration and the faithful observance of arbitral or other judicial decisions. 

M. Paul-Boncour had quite rightly said that, when a compromise had been accepted, it 
ought to be adhered to. That was a rule from which the parties to the compromise could 
not depart, but those who had had no share in it were under no moral obligation whatever 
in the matter. 

Having said this, he wished to point out that the question was very differently presented 
in M. Politis's statement and in M. Paul-Boncour's. M. von Simson, who had been a party 
to the compromise, had said that M. Politis's interpretation was the right one. They were 
thus in the singular position of having authoritative statements giving different interpretations. 

M. Politis's view was that one of the parties should have the right to ask the Council to 
intervene, but that the Council would not intervene unless the other party agreed. 

M. Paul-Boncour's view - which seemed to be in keeping with the text - was that 
any third Power could impose the intervention of the Council on the two parties to the dispute, 
even if neither of them had contemplated asking for it. 

Which solution did the Committee propose to accept ? M. Paul-Boncour's solution was 
in keeping with the text, but that was the interpretation which the Hungarian delegation could 
not accept. They could not allow moral pressure of this kind to be exercised on a State. It 
was to prevent the acceptance of this interpretation that General Tanczos had moved an 
amendment. 

He had therefore ventured to alter General Tanczos's text, and he asked that, after the 
words " if requested ", the words " by at least one of the parties, and if the other accepts " 
should be added. 

. ~- ~AUL-BONCOUR (F~an_ce), replying to Count_Apponyi, said ~hat he had been quite right 
m pomtmg out the contradictiOn between the two VIews under consideration, but was mistaken 
in thinking that in his (M. Paul-Boncour's) view any State could apply to the Council. He was 
thinking of one of the parties interested in the negotiations, for, after all they were 
contemplating the eventuality of n~go~iations having. been opened or attempted. 

When, however, one of the parties mterested applied to the Council the latter according 
to his view, would invite the other parties to appear. They could always refuse t~ do so· he 
regretted that, but it was the compro~ise that _had b~en reached, and he had accepted it: 

In any case, _country Z could not mterfere m a dispute among countries A, B and C. If 
one of the countnes concerned appealed to the Council, then the Council could take action. 

. M. BENEs (Czechoslovaki~) thought that an _agreement could quickly be reached. The 
differences between the two VIews were not so Wide as was believed. Moreover everythina 
that it 'Yas desired to have accepted had already been accepted in terms as definit~ as those of 
to-day, If not more so. In 1926, the Assembly had passed a resolution which made this clear 
That resol~tion included a passage in ~hich t~e Assembly requested the Council to offer, if 
necessary~ Its good o_ffic~s for the conclu_si.on of sUitable ~greements likely to establish confidence 
and secunty- the mdispensable conditiOns of the mamtenance of international peace_ and 
as a result, to facilitate the reduction and limitation of the armaments of all States. The ide~ 
and the actual terms of this resolution had been in his mind when he gave his explanations 
The same line was still being followed. · 

Si1_1ce 19~6, the Third Co?Imittee had contin~ed to be guided by these ideas, and the 
resolution ca_lli~g for the establishment of the Committee on Arbitration and Security c mbodied 
the same prmciples. and nat.urally led to the same conclusions. That showed quite dearly 
that there was nothmg new m the matter. 
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, \Vith regard to the differences, they were not important, and he saw no reason why they 
should not meet Count Apponyi's wishes by saying "if requested by one of the parties ". 

On the other hand, he could not agree to the second part of the amendment : " and if the 
other accepts ". That addition would destroy the whole point of the resolution. 

What Count Apponyi wanted was to prevent any third Power from interfering in a 
dispute, and on that point everybody was agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that nobody desired that the good offices of the Council should 
be brought into play by third parties, but that the scheme should only operate on application 
being made by one of the parties concerned. 

In these conditions, and since the draft resolution further stated that the Council was ready 
" to place at the disposal of the States concerned its good offices which, being voluntarily 
accepted, would be calculated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue ", he thought that 
Count Apponyi's wish would be met if nothing were said but " if requested by one of the 
parties ", without any reference to acceptance by the other party. 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) admitted that the insertion of the words "by one of the 
parties "was an improvement, but in his opinion it was inadmissible that application by one 
of the parties without the assent of the other party should constitute formal reference of the 
matter to the Council, for they would then be confronted with an entirely different situation 
from that provided for in Article 11 of the Covenant. 

Under that article, the Council, acting in agreement with the parties concerned, 
endeavoured to reconcile their points of view. However, in the resolution under consideration 
they were conferring on the Council the right to act in a way described as " good offices ". 
But it would be dangerous for any State to have the right to impose the good offices of the 
Council upon another State, and against the will of that State, on a question at issue between 
them. That was all that was meant by the words "and if the other accepts ". 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the text spoke later of the good offices of the Council 
being voluntarily accepted by the parties. 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said that, in that case, he would ask the Committee to remove 
a certain inconsistency in the last paragraph, and thus reassure the Hungarian delegation, 
which put on the resolution a different construction from that adopted by other delegates. 

M. BENE~ (Czechoslovakia) noted that the expression "good offices being voluntarily 
accepted by them " correctly rendered Count Apponyi's thought, and he emphasised the 
distinction between " offering one's good offices " and " using one's good offices ". In the 
meaning of the resolution, each of the parties had the right to ask for the good offices of' the 
Council. But the Council could do no more than offer its good offices and, in the later case, 
the parties concerned had the right to reject the offer. 

In other words, the draft resolution contained no novel feature, but merely confirmed 
the policy of mediation and conciliation adopted by the Council. 

In that case, however (he added), Count Apponyi asked what action the Council would 
take. The Council had its own regulations, its own procedure, and no other regulations or 
procedure could be forced upon it. They had to restrict themselves to those principles only 
which were involved in the draft resolution. 

In conclusion, he invited Count Apponyi to accept his view, which was in conformity 
with a resolution adopted by the Assembly. · 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, likewise dwelt on the difference between the initiative 
left to the parties - to either of the parties - which was not contingent upon a previous 
agreement between them, and the exercise of the good offices of the Council, for which a 
preliminary agreement between the parties concerned was necessary. That distinction, he 
said, was clearly brought out in the text as amended, in accordance ''ith Count Apponyi's 
proposals, by the insertion of the words " by one of the parties ". 

He also commented upon Count Apponyi's reference to paragraph 2 of Article 11 of the 
Covenant. The Committee on Arbitration and Security, he said, was not instructed to 
consider amendments to the Covenant, but merely to bring into action the various resources 
which its articles offered to the Members of the League for exercising their rights or discharging 
their obligations. The draft resolution was nothing but the bringing into action, in a given 
hypothesis, of paragraph 2 of Article 11. 

Suppose, he said, that the draft resolution were not adopted and that negotiations 
between neighbouring States remained fruitless, the tone of the relations became soured and 
one of the parties felt that it was going to be in a worse political situation than it was at the 
b~ginning of the negotiations. It referred the question to the Council under paragraph 2 
of Article 11 of the Covenant, drawing the Council's attention to a circumstc1.nce calculated to 
affect international relations. T.he Council would then place the question on its agenda, 
summon the other party and consider possible m~ans of conciliation . 
.-.. 1 Therefore, he concluded, if the draft resolution were rejected, Count Apponyi's difficulties 
might be further increased. 

The CHAIRMAN took the opinion of the Committee on the insertion, after the words 
" if requested ", of the words " by one of the parties ". 

The draft resolution, thus amended, was adopted. 
(The Committee rose at 5.30 p.m.) 
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JOINT MEETING OF THE FIRST AND THIRD COMMITTEES 

Held on Monday, September 24th, 1928, at 9 a.m. 

Chairman: M. SciALOJA (Italy). 

A. Pacific Settlement of International Disputes : Detailed Examination of the Articles of the 
General Act. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that he had decided to ca!l a joint meeting of the. two 
Committees to consider the draft instrument on the Pacific Settlement of l!lternatiOnal 
Disputes, the general discussion of which the First Committee had already termmated. 

He proposed that the meeting should first consider the preall_lble, paragraph by 
paragraph (Annex 7). 

This proposal was adopted. 

Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3. 

Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 were adopted without comment. 

Paragraph 4. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, proposed that, to avoid any confusion, the paragraph 
should be worded as follows : 

" Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except with 
the consent of the holders of those rights. " 

The CHAIRMAN thought to say, more simply : 
" Recognising that the rights of the States cannot be modified except with their 

consent. " 

M. MRoZOWSKI (Poland) said he would prefer the singular to the plural, as the plural 
might be construed in a different way. There might exist rights belonging cumulatively to 
several States. In those circumstances, he thought the first formula the right one. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that the text covered also the rights belonging to a group of 
States. In such cases, the consent of all the States was necessary. 

The Chairman put to the vote paragraph 4, worded as he had suggested. 
Paragraph 4, in that form, was adopted. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 were adopted without comment. 

Paragraph 7. 

Dr. voN SIMSON (Germany) said it was also necessary to provide for those cases which were 
not capable of being settled by arbitral or judicial proceedings. He therefore proposed that 
the second part of paragraph 7 should be redrafted as follows : 

" ... where a dispute cannot be submitted to arbitral or judicial proceedings, or 
cannot be solved by those means, or where the conciliation proceedings have failed. " 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) observed that there was a difference between the draft under 
discussion and the original text. The words " regardless, however, of any conciliation or 
arbitral proceedings "had, in fact, been deleted from paragraph 7. 

· He was grateful to the Sub-Committee for having proposed that omission which had 
largely contributed to dispel. the anxiety he had felt in regard to that paragraph. 

He recalled that a very Important proposal had been made during the discussion of that 
questio.n in the Sub-~ommit~ee~ ~ame!y, to ~dd the words " without, however, interrupting 
the actiOn of the arbitral or JUdiCial tnbunal '. Having agreed in the Sub-Committee to the 
text now submitted to the joint meeting, he, Count Apponyi, would not propose the addition 
of those words, but he would beg the Rapporteur to refer to the point in his report for it 
accurately expressed the ideas of the Sub-Committee. In that way any kind of ;nxiety 
that some delegates might feel would be allayed. ' ' 
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M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, admitted that it had indeed peen understood in the 
Sub-Committee that mention would be made in the report that the action of the League of 
Nations would not involve an interruption of the proceedings provided for in the Act. On 
that point Count Apponyi might be entirely satisfied. 

Replying to Dr. von Simson, he thought his observation was a sound one. The second 
part of paragraph 7 contemplated only one of two possible contingencies, namely, that in which 
the pacific procedure had not been organised; it did not contemplate a difie-;ent pos!.ible 
contingency, that, namely, in which for want of legal rules the proceedings had not been able 
to produce a result. It would therefore be well to terminate the second part of paragraph 7 
as follows : 

" ... Articles 15 and 17 of the Covenant, where the dispute cannot be solved by means 
of the above-mentioned procedures or, finally, where conciliation proceedings have failed. " 
M. CASSIN (France) accepted Dr. von Simson's amendment. 
With regard to the deletion of the words " regardless, however, of any conciliation or 

arbitral proceedings " to which Count Apponyi had referred, M. Cassin explained that the 
reason why the Sub-Committee had agreed to their suppression was that it had considered 
that to have entered into the particular circumstances of the League's action would have 
been to diminish the importance of the principles formulated. At that point the meeting 
was formulating principles; it was not the moment to enter into their detailed application. 

Paragraph 7 was adopted. 
Paragraph 8. 

Paragraph 8 was adopted. 

Paragraph 9. 

Dr. voN SIMSON (Germany) proposed that, in paragraph 9, the words "by means of 
special agreements or " should be suppressed, the possibility of grafting special agreements 
upon the annexed model having been indicated in the preceding paragraph. The only 
element of novelty was the form of an exchange of notes. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thought it would be better, for the sake of greater clearness, 
to maintain the expression in question. 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that one of the clauses in paragraph 9 was unnecessary, for 
what it stated went without saying, and the mere notes would be of no value if the constitution 
of a State did not permit of them. It would be better in those conditions to eliminate 
paragraph 9. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, explained that that paragraph was a reproduction of 
a formula that had appeared in the draft resolution framed by the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security with a clearly defined purpose : namely, to allow those States that were 
unwilling to accede to general conventions, as imposing on them engagements in relation to 
all the world, to select their associates. 

It had been contemplated in the resolution that this might be done by means of 
negotiations resulting in a special agreement that would reproduce the clauses of the General 
Conventions - now of the General Act - or even, if their constitution allowed of it, by a 
simple exchange of notes. The possibility was thus offered to a State of becoming indirectly, 
and without assuming obligations in relation to all the world, a party to the General Act. 

This indication to the States of what was possible to them had been given with a view 
to encouraging their adhesion to the General Act. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that in a legal instrument anything superfluous was dangerous. 
At bottom, paragraph 9 merely meant that there was no copyright in the text proposed by the 
League of Nations. 

He would continue to press for the elimination of that paragraph. 
Paragraph 9 was suppressed. 

Paragraph 10. 

Sir Cecil HuRST (British Empire) said the French text did not seem to him to be quite 
clear, and he would be glad if the words " dans l'Acte " were added at the end. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied that the words " d'y adherer "showed that the 
reference was to the General Act. If, however, it was clearer in English to repeat the 
equivalent of the words " dans l'Acte "at the end of the text, they might say "laid down in 
the General Act ". 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) announced that he wa~ not satisfied with the existing wording 
because it might give the impression that both the reservations and the conditions were 
" prescribed ". The intention, on the contrary, was to indicate the choice open as between 
certain modes of procedure and at the same time the possibility of certain reservations. It 
would be possible to say " d'y adherer a leur gre suivant les modalites indiquees ou 
eventuellement, aver. les reserves prevues ". The word " eventuellement " slightly lessened 
the emphasis on the reservations. 

D• VON SIMSON (Germany) proposed to stop after the words " a leur gre ". 
M. RoLIN (Belgium) preferred that suggestion. 
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The CHAIRMAN thought it necessary to specify that ll:d?esion_would al_so be possible under 
those conditions, since they were different from the conditions laid down m the other parts of 
the Act. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) thought that, if everybody was in agreement on the point of 
substance, the question of drafting might well be left to the Rapporteur. 

· c Sir Cecil HuRST (British Empire), while having the fullest confidence in the Rapporteur, 
said he would like to see the text before it was adopted. 

. Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) pointed out that parag~aph 10 as submitted to the Committee 
mentioned that the General Act would be commumcated to all States whether or not 
Members of the League of Nations, but was silent w~th regard to th~ bilateral Conventions 
referred to in paragraph 8. Since, however, those bilateral ConventiOns were to be on the 
same footing as the General Act, it would be desirable, in the text of paragraph 10, after the 
words " resolves to communicate the General Act ", to add the words : " and the model 
bilateral Conventions ". 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, recognised the force of this suggestion. It. was in 
accordance with the desire constantly manifested during the work of the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security that the views ot no State should be disregarded, and that no 
preference should be marked between the system of. general conventions and that. of ~pecial 
conventions. It was therefore entirely proper to desire that there should be a mentiOn m that 
paragraph of bilateral Conventions on the same footing as the General Act. 

It might perhaps be possible to say : 
" Resolves to communicate to all States Members of the League and to any other 

States that might be indicated by the Council, on the one hand, the annexed General Act 
and, on the other, the model bilateral Conventions, in order that they may, if they so 
desire, conclude special agreements. " 
He made this suggestion subject to the possibility of revising the wording. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) wished to remind his Australian colleague that a mention of the 
annexed bilateral Conventions already occurred in paragraph 8. Those Conventions therefore 
were already annexed to the resolution before the meeting. 

He could perfectly well understand the communication to States, not Members of the 
League, of the General Act, to which they were being invited to become parties, but he saw 
no~use in the addition proposed. Indeed, it would cause considerable astonishment, for, while 
it was easy to understand that the States not Members of the League should be invited to 
participate in an Act which was regarded as being of interest to them, it would not be 
understood how the League of Nations could, without exceeding its proper sphere, address, 
for instance, to the United States of America the model bilateral arbitration Conventions. 

The Australian delegate's doubts were answered in paragraph 8. The paragraph now 
under discussion might be left as it stood. 

Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) said he was not qualified to estimate beforehand how much 
astonishment the United States might feel upon receiving a document of that kind. He did, 
however, recognise that there was something in what M. Rolin had said. 

· He .wo';lld, however, observe that the paragraph as drafted, in speaking of the 
commumcat10n of the General Act, seemed to give to that Act a preponderant importance as 
compared with the bilateral Conventions. As, however, it had been understood that the two 
possibilities were to be placed on a footing of perfect equality, he would ask how that equality 
might be ensured. 

~· PoLITIS (Greece), ~apporteur, replied. that the Australian delegate's point was 
certamly a so~nd one. If, m whatever connectiOn, a superiority seemed to be given to the 
General Act, It would be a departure from the compromise reached m the Arbitration and 
Security Committee. If there wac; to be a communication of the General Act there must be 
a similar communication of the bilateral Conventions. ' 

In order to avoid any kind of misunderstanding, the communication might be made 
to all _the Members of the Leagu_e of Nations ~nd to States not Members indicated by the 
Council. The latter would cons!der whether It _was politically expedient to communicate 
~ot~ t~e General Act ~nd the bilateral ConventiOns to any given non-Member State. No 
mdicatw_n ~ould be given as to wha~ the Sta~es shou~d do after having received the 
commumcahon. They would take actiOn upon 1t at their own discretion. 

Cons~quently, he would sug~est that paragraph 10 should be drafted as follows : 
Resolves to commumcate thp General Act, together with the annexed model 

bilateral Conventions, to all Members of the League and to such States not Members of 
the League as may be indicated by the Council. " 

M. LA~GE (N~rway) had a question to put with regard to those States to whom the 
?ocume~ts m. que~t10n were not to b~ commumcated. He had not been priviliged to take part 
m the disct~sswns m the First Committee nor had he had time to read the Minutes. He wo ld 
however, hke to know the ~u~pos~ of the discrimination that had been made between ~h~ 
States. _There were some dimmutJve Stat~s to which it was obviously of no importance to 
c?mmu~ICate the documents, but to an umnstructed observer the discrimination w l'ttl 
d1sturbmg. as a 1 c 
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M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied that the provision in question was common 
form. Had it not been inserted, the Secretariat would have been obliged to communicate 
those documen~ to all the States. It might in some instances have been puzzled to know 
whet~er a p~rhcular community was really to be regarded as a State. That was a political 
questwn which could be settled only by the Council. 

M. LANGE. (Norway) formally took note of the Rapporteur's statement and of,the fact ~hat 
there was no rdea of giving the Council power to make discriminations based on political 
grounds. 

~· RoLIN (Belgium) did not propose to insist upon his point but noted that it was the 
first hme that there had been a decision to send model conventions to States not Members of 
the League of Nations. He thought such communication was calculated to detract from the 
effect of the communication of the General Act. 

The text as proposed by the Rapporteur was adopted. 

Paragraph 11. 

Paragraph 11 was adopted without discussion. 

CHAPTER I. - CONCILIATION. 

Article 1. 

Sir Edward CHAMIER (India) thought that, before the discussion opened, it would be well 
to make clear the point of view of his dele15ation. It could not view without misgivings the 
discussions that were proceeding in the " Drafting Committee ", which consisted of more 
than a hundred members. It was very unlikely that India would accede to the General Act.· 
Moreover, the Indian delegation did not propose to take any part in the discussion, for it 
considered that the debates up to that point had been much too hurried. Nor was it its 
intention to take any definite position in regard to the value of the bilateral Conventions. It 
was less than one hour since the Indian delegation had been able to ascertain the final form of 
these Conventions. The resolution proposed left all the States free to choose either the Genna! 
Act or one of the bilateral Conventions or some other Convention drawn up in any form they 
might consider suitable. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to strike out the words" which may arise ",not merely because 
they served no useful purpose, but because they mi15ht be dangerous- as it might be supposed 
that that article covered only those disputes which arose after the conclusion of the treaty. 
Since, however, the question was that of conciliation, the article ought to cover equally those 
disputes already existing at the time of adhesion. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, saw no objection to the change, more especially as, if 
any States desired to exclude disputes already existing, Article 39 allowed of their doing so 
by means of reservations. 

Article 1 was adopted subject to the deletion of the words " which may arise ". 

Articles 2, 3 and 4. 

These articles were adopted without discussion. 

Article 5. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) asked that, after the word " appointed ", the words " for the 
examination of this dispute " should be added. 

Article 5 was adopted with this addition. 

Article 6. 

Paragraph 1. 
The CHAIRMAN asked that, after the words " between the parties ", should be added 

" or the Council of the League of Nations ". Should the parties find difficulty in choosing 
a third Power, they might, in order to save time, let the Council make the necessary 
appointment. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said that the question had been discussed at great 
length in the Committee on Arbitration and Security. At the first readin~Z of the text, the 
plan proposed by the Chairman had been adopted. At the second reading, there had been a 
change of opinion due to the reasons given in the Introductory Note to Chapter II (No. 3). 
The procedure chosen was based on the provisions of the Hague Convention on the Pacillc 
Settlement of International Disputes, 



-90-

The CHAIRMAN replied that he did not propose that the Council should be sub~tituted for 
the parties, but that they should have the option of having recourse to the Council: Should 
the parties prefer to adopt this procedure, they ought not to be prevented from domg so, for 
it would allow of a saving of time. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, saw no objection to the proposed procedure. si_nce the 
provision was to remain of an optional character. The existing wording had kept dishnc~ the 
system of nominating the Conciliation Commissions and that for recruiting the. arbitral 
tribunals; the objection t~at had troubled the Committee on Security no longer eXIsted. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) proposed the wording " chosen by agreement between the parties or, 
if they desire, by the Council ". 

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) suggested the text" will be entrusted, by agreement between the 
parties, to a third Power or to the Council ". 

· M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested " chosen by agreement between the parties 
or, at their request, by the Acting President of the Council of the Lea~ue of Nations ". 

Paragraph 1 as thus amended was adopted. 

Paragraph 2. 

Paragraph 2 was adopted subject to an amendment consequent upon that effected in 
paragraph Z. 

Paragraph 3. 
Paragraph 3 was adopted without discussion. 

Articles 7, 8, 9 and 10. 

Articles 7, 8, 9 and 10 were adopted without discussion. 

Article 11. 
Paragraph 1. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, proposed changing the words " failing any provision 
to the contrary " to read " in the absence of agreement to the contrary between the parties ". 

The paragraph as amended was adopted. 

Paragraphs 2 and 3. 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 were adopted without discussion. 

Articles 12, 13 and 14. 

Articles 12, 13 and 14 were adopted without discussion. 

Article 15. 
Paragraph 1. 

Paragraph 1 was adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2 . 

. T_he CHAI~,MAN propos~d that, at t~e end of the paragraph, instead of "taken by a 
maJonty vote the words taken unammously or by a majority vote " should be used. . 

Paragraph 2 as amended was adopted. 

Paragraph 3. 
Paragraph 3 was adopted without discussion. 

Article 16. 

Article 16 was adopted without discu"ssion. 

CHAPTER II. - JUDICIAL SETTLEMENT. 

Article 17. 

Article 17 was adopted without discussion. 
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Article 18. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium), expressing, as he believed, the idea of his Australian colleague, 
; pointed out that, in spite of the intentions expressed, the subst<mtive rules remained ill

defined, it being difficult to say that the principle of equity optionally admitted by Article 38 
was a substantive rule. The stipulation which was being considered would in no way detract 
fro!il the power of the Court, should the parties agree, to decide ex :equo et bono. 'To mak~ it 
qmte clear, the concluding words of the article should be rendered more precise by putting 
" the substantive rules indicated as obligatory in Article 38 ". 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, proposed saying" the substantive. rules enumerated in 
Article 38 ". · 

M. LIMBURG (Netherlands) thought the effect of that would be to exclude an agreement 
between the parties to have their dispute decided ex :equo et bono. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, pointed out that the object of the provision was to 
specify the duty of the tribunal if nothing were laid down in the special agreement. If the 
parties desired to confer on the tribunal the power to decide by equity, it would be for them 
to say so. In the case where the special agreement omitted to mention what substantive rules 
were to be applied, the principle was laid down that the tribunal was to apply the four rules 
in Article 38 of the Statute of the Court. If the parties desired to give the tribunal'power to 
decide by equity, they would say so. • 

Article 18 was adopted, with the substitution in the last line but one of the word "enumerated" 
for the word" indicated ". 

Article 19. 

Article 19 was adopted without dzscussion. 

Article 20. 

Article 20 was adopted without discu;>sion. 

CHAPTER III. - ARBITRATION. 

Article 21. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the concluding words of the article were unnecessary. It 
was his intention to suggest the insertion of the words " in the absence of contrary agreement 
between the parties " in the following article. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied that, if those words were transferred from 
Article 21 to Article 22, they would cover only the composition of the tribunal and not the 
choice of the judg3. He thought it would be brttu to maintain the text of Article 21 as it 
stood. In order, however, to avoid the use of the word " sauf " twice in the same sentence, 
he would suggest wording the last part of Article 21 " before an arbitral tribunal which, unless 
the parties otherwise agree, shall be constituted in the manner set out below ". 

Article 21 as amended was adopted. 

Article 22. 

Article 22 was adopted without discussion. 

·Article 23. 
Paragraphs 1 and 2. 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 were adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 3. 

Dr. voN SIMSON (Germany) thought the words " or if he is disqualified " were not explicit 
enough. It looked as if the intention had been that, if the Vice-President were ill, he was to 
be replaced by the oldest member of the Court; prcrvision, however, should equally be made 
for the case where, like the President, the Vice-President was unable to act because he would 
be a subject of one of the parties. 

M. HoFFINGER (Austria) proposed that the paragraph should read : 
" If within a period of three months the Powers so chosen have been unable to reach 

an agreement, the necessary appointment shall be made by the President of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. If he is a subject of one of the two parties, 
the power of appointment shall devolve upon the Vice-President or upon the oldest 
member of the Court who is not a subject of either party. " 
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M. PouTIS (Greece), Rapporteur, thought.the sim~lest thing would be to dea~ in~ ~~f~~ 
concluding sentence with the ground for exclusiOn constituted by the ~act that the JUd~ t t 
upon to make the appointments was a national of one of the two parties. The followmg ex 
might be used : 

" By the President of the Permanent Co~rt or by _the Vice-Presid~nt, ,or by the 
oldest member of the Court if they are not nationals of erther of the parties. 

' Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) thought that the insertion of the word " similarly " before 
the word " disqualified " would meet the objections raised. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, thought the following wording would be clearer : 
"By the .President of the Permanent Court of Inte~natio!lal Justice.- or b~ the 

Vice-President or by the oldest member of the Court- rf hers not a natiOnal of erther 
party. " 

M .. HOFFINGER (Austria) pointed out that the wordi~g· suggested ~y the Rapporteur 
would not indicate the reasons for the exclusion - in particular, the pomt that the pers?n 
in question must not be a national of one of the parties. It _might be inf~rred th~t the partres 
might agree that the appointments should be made forthwrth by the Vrce-Presrdent or by a 
member. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that some wording must be found that would mention as the 
grounds of prevention not only the fact of the Vice-President or olde~t memb~r of the Court 
being a national of one of the parties, but other reasons also, as, for mstance, Illness. 

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) proposed the following text : 
" If, within a period of three months, the two Powers so chosen have be~n unable to 

reach an agreement, the necessary appointment s_hall be made by the ~resr?ent of _the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. If he rs unable to do so, or rf he rs a subject 
of either party, it shall be made by the Vice-President of the Court; if he is unable to 
do so, or if he is a subject of either party, it shall be made by the oldest member of the 
Court who is not a subject of either party. " 

M. MoTTA (Switzerland) suggested that, as all the members of the Committee· were in 
agreement on the substance, they should leave the wording to the Rapporteur. 

This was agreed. The article was adopted subject to that understanding. 

Article 24. 

Article 24 was adopted without discussion. 

Articles 25, 26 and 27. 

M. ITo (Japan) pointed out that Article 18 in Chapter II made no mention of the 
substantive rules to be applied by the arbitrators. Would it not be desirable to bring the two 
articles - 18 and 25 - into harmony ? 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested the wording : 
" ... determining the subject of the dispute, the details of the procedure and, if 

necessary, the rules in regard to the substance .... " 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) would have liked to see the wording of Chapter II more closely 
retained. In Chapter III an explanation was given in three articles of what was covered in 
Chapter II by a single article, namely, Article 18. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed reducing Article 25 to the opening sentence : " The parties 
shall draw up a speer~! a~reement de~ermini~g the subject of the dispute". Actually, the 
procedure was dealt wrth m the followmg article and mention had already been made of the 
substantive rules . 

. M. ~OLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, ~upported this proposal. In order to be absolutely 
Iogrcal, rt was necessary to produce a srngle text for several articles. That would however 
involv~ a change in the numbering of all the subsequent articles and, moreover, it ~ould tak~ 
some trme to prepare. 

M. CASSIN (France) agreed with M. Ito in urging that contradictions should be avoided 
If. M. Po!itis's suggestions wer,~ accepted, Article 26 would have to be brought into harmony 
wrt~,Article 1~ an? th~ words ~n the abse~ce of sufficient particulars "should be substituted 
fOr If nothing rs lard down rn the specral agreement ". 

Mr. ~?LACHLA~ (Au.stralia) thought the difficulty arose from the use of the words " if 
necess~,r~ . The,ctrscretion that was to ~e left to the ~arties would be better indicated by the 
~o~ds rf .~greed . On th~ oth.er hand, rf the suggestiOn to terminate the article at the word 

drspute were adopted, rt mrght prevent the parties from choosing the procedure the 
preferred. Y 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) urged that the reference in Chapter II to the spec'al g t 
should be reproduced textually. 1 a reemen 



-93-

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) asked whether there was any reason for adopting different 
wordings on points that seemed to be similar. 

Dr. voN SIMSON (Germany) proposed that the text should be maintained as it stood. 
The CHAIRMAN asked that Article 25 should be entirely suppressed as, in his view, it was 

unnecessary. The special agreement was mentioned in Article 18, and the substantive rules 
in Article 26. • 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, pointed out that Article 18 was a part of the chapter 
dealing with disputes not of a legal nature. 

M. MRozowsKI (Poland) thought the difference between Articles 18 and 25 was only a 
slight one. It consisted ·simply in the fact that in Article 18 it was stated that the special 
agreement would specify the choice of arbitrators, the subject of the dispute and the procedure 
to be followed, whereas in Article 25 nothing was said about the arbitrators, while, on the other 
hand, the substantive rules were referred to. 

If in Article 18 mention were made of those substantive rules, the concordance between the 
two articles would be exact. Article 18 would be more complete, since it went on to give the 
procedure to be followed if that point were not dealt with in the special agreement, and also 
the substantive rules to be adopted if those were not provided for. 

It would be difficult to omit Article 25, which served as an introduction to the subsequent 
provisions. 

He proposed, therefore, that, after the words " the procedure to be followed ", in 
paragraph 1 of Article 18, there should be added the words " and the substantive rules to be 
observed by the arbitrators ", and, after " in the special agreement ", the words " as to the 
procedure ". 

Mr. McLACHLAN (Australia) again pointed out that the question would be settled if the 
words " if necessary "were suppressed io. Article 25 and replaced by the words " may agree ". 
That made it possible for the parties to agree; and if they did not agree, the other articles 
which followed would apply. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replying to M. Mrozowski, said it would be unwise to 
reopen what had been a very long discussion. Article 18 laid down the rules to be applied, 
but went on to mention the Hague Convention, which was not applicable to the rules regarding 
the substance of the dispute. It had been necessary to make a break in the wording for the 
sake of added clearness. Reference was therefore made in the first place, only to the 
specification of the subject of the dispute, the arbitrators to be selected and the procedure to 
be followed. For the substantive rules it was necessary to refer to the Statute of the Court, 
and that was why the article (in the French text) had been divided into two paragraphs. If 
everything were put into the first paragraph, the latter part of the text would have to be 
amended in two places, which would complicate matters. Article 18 might be maintained 
as it stood, and Article 25 adjusted as far as necessary to Article 18. · 

The CHAIRMAN thought much time was being lost over an unnecessary article. He 
proposed that the drafting of Article 25 should be left to the Rapporteur. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, preferred that the Committee should forthwith agree 
upon the wording. He suggested : 

" The parties shall draw up a special agreement determining the subject of the 
disputes and the details of procedure. " 
Article 26 would pecome : 

" In the absence of sufficient particulars in the special agreement, ... the provisions 
of the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907 .... shall apply. " 

Articles 27 and 28 would not be altered. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the proposed text would give the impression that, in case 
the special agreement were incomplete, the Hague procedure, to the exclusion of the procedure 
laid down previously, should be resorted to. In actual fact, the two procedures were 
complementary. 

Articles 25, 26 and 27 were adopted as amended. 

Article 28. 
M. CASSIN (France) remarked that, in the first sentence of Article 28, the words should be 

" If nothing is laid down in the special agreement, or if there be no special agreement ", 
for the tribunal was to be constituted, even if there were no special agreement. In that case, 
the substantive rules to be applied would all the same be those of the Statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice. 

The CHAIRMAN read a proposal by Count Carton de Wiart to the effect that the word 
" indicated " should be changed to " enumerated " as in the earlier passage. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) desired to make an observation concerning the form of the article. 
It would be more in keeping with the intention of the text to say, at the end of Article 28, 
instead of " the Tribunal may decide ", " the Tribunal shall decide ". It was not merely 
a discretion that was being given in that article, for the reference was to disputes where the 
application of legal rules was in principle not possible. 



M POLITIS (Greece) Rapporteur signified his assent to this change, ~s also to thta~ 
· ' ' " "f th b speCial agreemen proposed by M. Cassin for the insertion of the words or I ere e ~,0 b . . f 

after the words " if nothing is laid down in the special agreement at the egmnmg 0 

Article 28. 
Subject to these amendments, Article 28 was adopted. 

CHAPTER IV. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 29. 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) contemplated the contingency of Stat_e~ ~avin~ concluded between 
themselves conventions providing only for a pr~ced~re of concii_mtwn, either for all cases or. 
for certain -classes of cases and observed that, m VIrtue of Article 29, paragraph 2, as now 
drafted, should a State ac~ept Chapter II of the General Act concerning judicial settleme~t, 
it would be obliged to submit to judicial settlement even the cases covered. b~ special 
conventions, although for those cases provision had ~een made for. the possibiht~ o~ a 
conciliation procedure. In that he saw a danger. It might deter certam States from sigmng 
the Act. 

While ready to agree to the principle embodied in paragraph 2 of Artic~e 29, he would have 
wished to see the parties afforded the possibility of making a declaration m a contrary sense. 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the phrase" in so far as the parties have acceded thereto " 
would meet M. Tumedei's point. 

. M. TuMEDEI (Italy) was not certain that it would. He thought the last words of 
Article 29 referred to Article 38, that was to say, to the possibility for any State to accept only 
a part of the General Act. He would have liked to see the possibility also given of making 
a declaration contrary to paragraph 2. 

Dr. voN SIMSON (Germany) did not consider the Italian delegate's observation a sound one. 
The concluding words of Article 29 referred, not only to Article 38, but to Article 39 as 
well. He proposed that the last sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 29 should be amended, 
the words " after such procedure has been followed without result " being replaced by the 
W.lrds " after such procedure has failed ". 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) did not think this entirely met M. Tumedei's observation. 
M. Tumedei had in mind the case where a dispute would be excluded by virtue of its category. 
He was taking the case of a State party to the General Act wishing to reserve entirely for 
treatment under special conventions particular categories of disputes that might occur 
between it and certain other States, and in which, contrary to the apparent requirements of 
"paragraph 2 of Article 29, it desired to prevent its adhesion to the very wide General Act from 
causing the application of that Act to extend to those :relations which were already 
regulated, though only in a partial and limited manner, by special conventions. 

He did not think there was any objection whatever to mentioning this new possibility 
to be afforded to the States by adding the words " and in so far as they have not in their 
reservations expressly excluded this application ". 

He felt sure that this amendment would give M. Tumedei complete satisfaction, and he, 
personally, was also very anxious to meet in that way an objection that had been heard 
among certain members of the Assembly who_at the outset had had some doubts as to the 
value of the General Act. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, thought that this proposal would cause complication, 
and would render the text more cumbersome. The words "in so far as the parties have 
acceded thereto " seemed to him to cover M. Tumedei's hypothetical case. 

As the system of reservations was of a restrictive character, the case in question would 
have to be covered by those reservations. M. Rolin had said : " It is in Article 39 
parawaph ~· that provision is made for the possibility of excluding disputes concerning 
special subJect-m~~te~s. The State ~hat ad_hered to the General Act, desiring only to 
reserve the conciliatiOn procedure m relatiOn to those countries with which it had 
concluded a c_onvention of that kind, would mention as a special subject-matter that very 
agreement W~I?h had already been ~oncluded. " If that were so, why say it more explicitly ? 
The phrase m so far as the ~a!ties h3:ve acceded thereto " explained everythincr. It was 
unnecessary to make any addition to It. M. Rolin's addition might give rise to" the belief 
that t~ere was a contrad_ic~ion betweer Article 29 and the system of reservations which 
~as said to be of a _restnctiye c_haracter. Why should any 'such difficulties of interpreta
tion be allowed to anse, constdenng that the text was sufficiently wide to cover all possible 
cases ? 

He thought M. Tumedei could declare himself satisfied with this explanation. 

· M. T~MEDEI (Italy) di~ not think the last reservation in Article 39 could cover all possible 
cases, for ~t related to particular cases or c_Iearly specified subject-matters. It was admitted 
t~at certam States we~e n~t able to submit all non-legal matters to arbitration. If it were 
Wished to exclude. arbitration for all non-l~gal matters in relation to a particular State it 
would not be possible to use merely the third reservation in Article 39. Why not afford a 
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State which was prepared to sign the General Act, but which had nevertheless judged it 
expedient to establish by special conventions different methods of settling disputes in relation 
to certain States - why not afford such a State the possibility of signing ? 

M. Politis had said : " In Article 39 there are three reservations ". M. Tumedei did not 
deny that his proposal would involve a fourth reservation. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) Rapporteur, said that, in that case, it would be necessar:y to amend, 
not Article 29, but Article 39. . • 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) thought the question he had raised might be reconsidered when 
_Article 39 was being examined. It would suffice, for the moment, to reach agreement on the 
point of substance. 

The CHAIRMAN asked if the proposal was to be referred to the Rapporteur. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) thought that, in spite of all the confidence the Committee might have 
in the Rapporteur, such a proposal would put too heavy a responsibility upon him. A formula 
must be found. 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) said he could accept the proposal M. Rolin had made. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) replied that he, on the other hand, would be obliged to withdraw 
that proposal because he had just noted that there was disagreement on the interpretation of 
Article 39. There was one point on which he felt very strongly. He did not want there to 
be any other reservations than those set out in Article 39, or any disguised reservations in 
other parts of the document. If it was not possible to find a formula for Article 39 which 
would give satisfaction to M. Tumedei, he would oppose absolutely the introduction of any 
other reservations. · 

M. LIMBURG (Netherlands) thought satisfaction might perhaps be given to M. Tumedei 
by the suppression, in Article 29, paragraph 2, of the words " judicial settlement ". 
Arbitration only would remain. 

When an attempt at conciliation had broken down, there yet remained compulsory 
arbitration whereas no provision for compulsory judicial settlement existed. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) called attention to Chapter II. 

M. LIMBURG (Netherlands) said that this referred to States which had adhered to the 
General Act in respect only of conciliation proceedings. If conciliation failed, the 
complementary process would be arbitration, not judicial settlement. 

M. CASSIN (France) thought the· two Committees should not lose sight of the essential 
purpose of their work. They had to study the drafts submitted by the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. For the sake of technical harmony, the Committees had agreed, so 
to speak, to run together the three draft general Conventions. But it had not been intended 
to make any changes of substance in the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
Everybody was agreed in saying that that work constituted a solid basis of discussion. On 
the one hand, the door ought not to be opened to new reservations, which would now get into 
Article 29, and might soon appear in the other articles. That character of universality which 
it was desired that the Act should have might, in that case, be entirely destroyed. On the 
other hand, the Committees must not attempt to harmonise too strictly the General Act with 
every bilateral convention existing between States. Those States which had signed bilateral 
conventions and which might desire to adhere to the General Act would consider whether it 
would be to their benefit so to do. 

He recalled that the purpose in view was to prepare a General Act, but that the 
Committees could not claim to establish it in such a manner as to adapt it to all the particular 
cases covered by bilateral conventions. . 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) was not satisfied with the arguments used by 1\L Cassin. He recalled 
that, in the text that the First Committee had just drawn up, one of the reservations proposed 
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security had been dropped. Why should opposition 
be raised to the adding of a new reservation ? However, he would not insist upon the point. 

Article 29 was adopted. 

Articles 30, 31, 32 and 33. 

Articles 30, 31, 32 and 33 were adopted with minor amendments. 

Article 34. • 

Paragraph (a). 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) thought the words " third Powers " Inight. cause confusion, and 
suggested substituting for them the words " Powers not parties to the dispute ". 

Paragraph (a) was adopted as thus amended. 

Paragraph (b). 
Paragraph (b) was adopted. 
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Paragraph (c). . 
M RoLIN (Belgium) said hls attention had been called by M. Unden to a lacutna in t~dat 

· f f t Art"cle 21 It was necessary o provJ e 
paragraph. Provision was made only or re erence 0 . 1 . · he arbitrators were 
also for the case covered by Article 22 and the followmg articles, where t 
not appointed by the part1es. . b "d d that the 

Moreover, with regard to a Commission of Conciliation, It had een provi e b f 
number of conciliators appointed by agreement was to be greater than thednum er ~ 
conciliators appointed by the parties. No similar provisions had been repeate as regar s 
the arbitration tribunal. 

He therefore proposed the following wording : . 
" . . . . Article 22 shall apply, but each party having sep~rate mterests shall 

appoint one arbitrator and the number of arbitrators who are natw~als of Powers not 
parties to the dispute shall always exceed by one the number of the arbitrators separately 
appointed by the parties." · 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, accepted the reference "to Article 21 and fol~?wing 
articles ". He also accepted the substitution of " but " for " and " after the words shall 
apply ". . . . . 

With regard to the last part of the amendment, he was not sure that Jt fitted m With what 
had been laid down earlier. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) explained that the text he was proposi_ng was identi_cal with that i? 
paragraph (a) in regard to. the Conciliation Commission. It might happe~, I? cases o~ arbi
tration, that, several parties having separate interests, there would be Within the tnbunal 
a majority of arbitrators appointed by the parties. 

M. DJUVARA (Roumania) showed that a dispute might arise as to which of the pa_rties 
was to have a commissioner on the Commission of Conciliation. That might be a dehcate 
point to decide according as the interests of the parties were common or divergent. In the 
latter case, who would decide ? 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, replied by quoting Article 41, giving the jurisdiction in 
such case to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

(At this point, the meeting was suspended for 15 minutes until 12.15 p.m.) 

' M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, declared that, a comparison of M. Rolin's suggestion 
with the earlier texts showed that it appeared to be in harmony with them. Consequently, 
paragraph (c) of Article 34 might be drafted as follows : 

'·' (c) In the case of arbitral procedure, if agreement is not secured as to the 
composition of the tribunal in the case of the disputes mentioned in Article 17, 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 dispute~ mentioned in Article 21, 
the above Article 22 and following articles shall apply, but each party having separate 
interests shall appoint one arbitrator, and the number of arbitrators separately appointed 
by the parties to the dispute shall always be one less than that of the other arbitrators. " 
This text was adopted. 

Articles 35, 36, 37 and 38. 

Articles 35, 36, 37 and 38 were adopted without discussion. 

Article 39. 
Paragraph 1. 

Paragraph 1 was adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2. 

M. RoLIN. (Belgium) dre~ at~~ntion in sub-paragraph (a) to the word3" Disputes arising 
out of facts pnor to the adheswn , and observed that the reference was to the adhesion of the 
party which made the reservation. This provision had been borrowed from numerous 
arbitration conv~ntions, but, in this particular case, it would have a quite restricted effect. 
When a conve~twn was conclude~ b~tween two States, and all previous facts were excluded, 
all the facts pnor to the ?onventJon Its~lf wer~ excluded for both parties. On the contrary, 
when a party was excludmg all facts pnor to Its adhesion to a General Act, the result would 
be that the first !o adhere t_o the General Act would ~ave excluded facts prior to its adhesion, 
but would re':llam bound, If ~he other States so desired, to accept, under conditions which 
were not recipr~cal and. which were unequal, arbitration for all facts that might arise 
subsequently to Its adheswn and prior to the acceptance by the other State of the general 
engagement. 

To obviate certain calculations, he would therefore suggest that sub-paragraph (a) of 
paragraph 2 should read : 

" D!sputes arising out o~ facts prior to the accession of the party making the 
r~servatJon or. to the accessiOn of any other party between which and the former a 
dispute may anse. " 
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Under those conditions, reciprocity would be assured. A party would never agree to 
bind itself in respect of all facts arising subsequently to its adhesion except on condition that 
no fact arising after its adhesion but before that of another party could be excluded by a 
reservation made by the latter. Only so would certain States be prevented from exploiting 
the generous action of the first party to commit itself. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, observed that M. Rolin's proposal was s.imilar t~ a 
matter which had given the Sub-Committee some anxiety when it was considering Article 39. 
At that time the Sub-Committee had searched in vain for a formula that should give 
satisfaction to States feeling some anxiety on the point. 

The wording proposed by M. Rolin seemed to him at first sight to be satisfactory. Its 
effect was to prevent an unfair manreuvring against the State that had already adhered, and 
had excluded facts prior to its adhesion. It would thus allow a State to adhere to the Act 
without fear that other States- the malicious third parties pictured by M. Rolin- would lie 
in wait to take before the arbitral or judicial jurisdiction disputes which it had wished to 
exclude. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) did not think the addition was necessary. M. Rolin seemed to 
consider it a disadvantage to be convened before the Court. It was not likely that this would 
be generally the case, or that the States which adhered to the Act would make a reservation 
of that kind. He would not, however, oppose the adoption of the text suggested. 

M. RoLIN (Be1gium) said he was personal! yin favour of the General Act, but the advantage 
it offered to States lay in the element of reciprocity. Wherever a State would be able to be 
cited before an international jurisdiction, it ought to be able equally to cite the other States. 

This reciprocity did not always exist in the case~f an open Act. A State which. owing 
to its recent adhesion, could not be summoned by another State could, on the contrary, be 
called before the jurisdiction by that State if it had previously given its adhesion. To avoid 
this risk, it might be made clear that the obligation was subject to reciprocity as from the 
moment when other States should have accepted the jurisdiction. That was an equitable 
rule which would strengthen confidence. 

Sub-paragraph (a) was adopted with the proposed amendment. 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) said that, as the discussion be had started on an earlier article had led 
to no practical result, he felt obliged to ask one question. 

If a State should adhere to the General Act With a declaration that it desired to exclmle 
all disputes covered by treaties concluded with another State, would that reservation come 
within the ambit of sub-paragraph (c) ? He thought it would. 

In contemplating disputes covered by a particular treaty, they were marked off clearly 
from other disputes : that was, therefore, a particularisation of those disputes. The only 
difference was that it was a particularisation ratione personre, and not ratione materire. As 
some members of the Committee might perhaps think otherwise, it would be necessary for the 
question to be settled. 

M. PoLITis (Greece), Rapporteur, thought the answer toM. Tumedei's question should be 
in the affirmative. Under the terms of sub-paragraph (c) it would be possible to adhere to the 
General Act with a statement that the disputes which formed the subject of a given 
convention were excluded from the judicial and arbitral procedures. 

M. TuMEDEI (Italy) thought he had in that case been right in asking that there should 
be inserted in Article 29 an amendment referring to Article 39. In Articles 1 and 17, 
provision was made for the possibility of reservations. They ought also to be provided for 
in Article 29 if a contradiction between that article and Article 39 were to be avoided. 

The point w~1s, in his opinion, a formal one, but deserving none the less of clarification. 
The CHAIRMAN thought it was a question r.f knowing the meaning of sub-paragraph (c). 

If that paragraph were to have the meaning given to it by the Rapporteur, the question 
discussed under Article 29 was settled, because it would suffice to make a reservation in regard 
to treaties already signed, in conformity with Article 39. 

But high though the authority of M. Politis's declarations might be, the Chairman thought 
, that the letter of the article in question did not exactly correspond with those declarations. 
· Some better-adapted formula must therefore be found. 

The Rapporteur had had in mind certain categones of cases or of subject-matters, 
whereas in the text mention was made only of " particular cases " and " clearly specified 
subject-matters ". 

If it were a question of categories of cases, such as those covered by a treaty with another 
State, reservations i~regard to them would have to.be made. That seemed to be essential, 
more particularly as· sub-paragraph (c) Inight, for many States, be the determining factor as 
regards the question of signing or not signing. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested, by way of meeting these observations, to 
alter the text to read: " Disputes concerning particular cases or categories of clearly specified 
subject-matters ", etc. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) observed that the word " categories " destroyed the effect of the 
words " clearly defined ". It would be better to say " subject-matters or clearly defined 
categories ". It was a question, in reality, of definition by subjects or definiti~n by person. 
Definition by subjects gave subject-matters, definition by person gave categones. 

7. 
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M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said he agreed .. The text would therefore read 
" Disputes concerning particular cases, specified subJect-matters or clearly defined 
categories . " 

M. ITo (Japan) asked what categories. 
M. RoLIN (Belgium) admitted that his text was faulty and that it ought to run " or 

coJ?J.ing within clearly defined categories ". 
M. DE PALACIOS (Spain) thought the wording_ a bit. confused a~d a.sked whether it woul? 

not be clearer to add a special sub-paragraph dealmg With ~he case mdicated by M. ~.umedei. 
This new paragraph might read " Disputes covered by pnor agreements • · • 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that what was needed was not merely to bring in the 
reservations that M. Tumedei had in mind, but to find a formula still wider and going even 
further. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, adinitte~ that ~~e te::'-t he. had}~st :proposed was 
somewhat obscure. The " particular cases " might be particulansed m different ways, 
in rem or in personam, for example. Perhaps the reservation indicated by M. Tumedei might 
appear in the first part of the sentence, by saying " Disputes concerning cases defined 
individually, by subject-matters, or by categories ", the sentence continuing " or specially 
defined subject-matters " 

M. LIMBURG (Netherlands) was afraid the reservations were being extended far too widely 
and thought the door might thus be opened to vague and dangerous reservations. 

He dare not ask for a reopening of the discussion on Article 29, paragraph 2 : otherwise, 
he would have proposed sacrificing the whole of the second sentence of that paragraph. He 
would, in fact, prefer to leave the reservations as they stood rather than adopt a new wording. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, did not share the misgivings of M. Limburg with 
reference to the widening of the sentence to appear under sub-paragraph (c) in Article 39; for 
even the old text seemed to offer States the possibility of excluding categories of disputes. 
The only innovation now proposed was to state the fact in a more formal manner. 

In conclusion, he suggested the following text : " Disputes concerning particular cases, 
or special subject-matters, or falling within clearly defined categories ". 

After a short exchange of views, M. Politis (Greece), Rapporteur, suggested the following 
new text: 

" Disputes concerning particular cases or clearly specified subject-matters, such as 
territorial status, or disputes falling within clearly defined categories. " 
This text was adopted. 

Paragraph 3. 
Paragraph 3 was adopted. 

Paragraph 4. 
Paragraph 4, with a verbal improvement in the French text suggested by M. Rolin, was 

adopted. 

New Article. 

M. MRozowsKI (Poland) proposed a new article. He desired that the General Act should 
be rendered a little more flexible. Some special treaties were concluded in such a way as to 
make conciliation proceedings obligatory for all legal disputes. Others excluded conciliation 
~or disputes .of a legal nature. Both those currents of opinion could be satisfied by putting 
m a new article : 

·:When acce.ding to the pr~sent Act, the parties may declare either that they subinit 
the disputes cormng under Article 17 to the compulsory conciliation procedure or that 
they generally exclude all such disputes from that procedure. " 

M. Po~ITIS (Greece), Rapl?orteur~ replie? that that proposal had been considered by the 
Sub-Com~Ittee. It had b~en Im~ossible to mc~ude that wording, for it rendered the system 
too complicated ... It was I~ possible. to enter mto all those details. M. Mrozowski's idea 
represented a. legitimate ~nx1ety, but ~t could not be carried out in practice. 

The Pohsh delegatiOn was anxious that, in disputes of a legal nature conciliat"o 
procedure ~hould! where~~r pos~ible, be utilised, whereas under the system under'considerat~o~ 
It was optional, m th~t It reqUired the consent of the parties. It had been observed · th 
Sub-Committee that, If the two parties were willing to observe that procedure of cone/~· e 
they would come .to an agreement. If one of the parties proposed it and the other a~s~an~o~, 
the present wordmg would suffice. If one of the parties proposed it and the other did · e i 
acc~pt it, what. 'Yo~ld be the use of making it obligatory ? There would be an absence of ~~e 
desire for conciliatiOn. It would be better to go at once before a judge. 

The proposal was rejected. 

Article 40. 

The CHAIRMAN, before submitting the article to discussion desired to 11 t" 
he had already laid before the Sub-Committee. ' reca a ques IOn 
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The system of reservations would be of very great importance but it might possibly 
constitute a serious danger. The Act was open for adhesion for an indefinite time. Those 
States which did not sign it at the outset would be in a much more advantageous position 
than the others, since they would, in formulating their reservations, know which of those 
already formulated by the other States affected them. No doubt, all reservations were 
reciprocal, -but that reciprocity could not be a sufficient safeguard. If a State had been able 
to foresee the reservations which another might make, it would have taken its owh precautions 
by making other reservations which were opportune. 

He wished that, if a State made a reservation, those which had previously signed should be 
enabled in their turn to make other reservations which he might call " counter reservations ". 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said he would prefer to call them " reprisals ". 
The CHAIRMAN went on to say that, if it were desired to have a certain number of 

adhesions, it was necessary that the States which signed first should not be in a position of 
inferiority in relation to those which signed later. Otherwise, he would probably say to his 
Government, " Be the last to sign I " 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, said that that question had been considered at great 
length by the Sub-Committee, which had tried to picture what would be the consequences 
involved in the proposed text. It had seemed that the complications that would result in the 
general system of the Act would be infinitely greater than any advantage there might be, 
for, after all, it was a question merely of making use of reprisals. Reprisals might, however, 
be used at the date of expiration of the first period of operation of the Act. A 
State might adhere after the first year or after the second year, so limiting its risks. A 
reservation made by an evilly disposed party and directed against a State which had already 
adhered would not become operative until after three months. With a view to such reprisals, 
it would be sufficient to have patience enough to wait two and a-half years. \Vas it necessary, 
so as to be able to have the pleasure of taking reprisals sooner, to put in a provision which 
would entail immense complications ? It would be necessary to give every State that had 
already adhered to the Act the possibility, as soon as another State had acceded subject to 
particular reservations, of itself formulating, during the ensuing month or two, reservations 
aimed against the opposite party. The complication which would thus result would be so 
great that it would be better to omit a provision of this kind, which might lessen, if not destroy, 
the effectiveness of the General Act. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that it was to defensive, not aggressive, action that he thad 
referred. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) said that he did not deny the importance of the difficulties 
seen by the Chairman, but, like M. Politis, he thought that matters would be made more 
complicated by an endeavour to find direct means of remedying them. Suppose that a given 
State had adhered and that .a second should adhere later with reservations. It was proposed 
to give the first State the right to make a new reservation so as to restore the balance. The 
second State in its turn would then make a further reservation, and this process would go on 
indefinitely. 

He recognised the shortcomings existing in the General Act. To his:mind, the only 
remedy would be for the party that so desired to denounce the Act. 

M. RoLIN (Belgium), in reply to the inconvenience mentioned, pointed out the advantage 
of the General Act as now proposed. The State which was adhering to it would know the 
reservations made by the States which had previously adhered. Under the system suggested 
by the Chairman, a great uncertainty would be created, although the Chairman was proposing 
to avoid that very inconvenience. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in any circumstances, he thought the difficulties were many. 
It was, however, for the States to decide how they could overcome them. 

Article 40 was adopted. 

Article 41. 

M. HoPFINGER (Austria) recalled the observations he had submitted to the Drafting 
Committee on the subject of the reasonable interval during which the party might plead 
an exception in view of the fact that the matter in question was sub judice before one of its 
domestic courts. He· had hoped to see an article inserted whereby the State which considered 
the reasonable interval to have elapsed would.:.be given the possibility of taking steps. 

In answer to that argument, the provisions of Article 41 had been quote?, the_ Su_b
Committee being agreed in considering that, if a •State felt that its adversary, mvoking Its 
internal law, was delaying matters, it could apply to the Permanent Court on the ground 
that a question had arisen concerning the interpretation or application of the Ge_neral Act. 

He asked that the opinion of the Drafting Committee should be included m the report. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, signified his assent. 
Article 41 was adopted. 

Articles 42, 43 and~44. 

Articles 42, 43 and 44 were adopted without discussion. 
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Article 45. 
Paragraph 1. . 

M. RoLIN (Belgium) recalled that the period of five years ~aid down was regarded m some 
quarters as a minimum. It had been asked that it should be mcreased to ten years. If there 
were any objections, however, he would not press the pomt. 

•Paragraph 1 was adopted. 

Paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5. 
Paragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5 were adopted without discussion. 

Articles 46 and 4 7. 

Articles 46 and 4 7 were adopted without discussion. 

MODEL BILATERAL CONVENTIONS A, B AND c. ·-
The Committees decided that the drafts drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and 

Security should be revised to make them correspond to the General Act. 

MODEL TREATIES D, E AND F. 

M. CASSIN (Fr~nce) recalled that, in the Third Commi.ttee at the time of the vo~ing on the 
draft Conventions D E and F, one member of the Committee had declared that his vote was 
given subject to the' unders~ndi!lg that that was only a first reading, to be followed b~ a 
second reading when the arbitration pacts should have been referred to the plenary meetmg 
of the First and Third Committees. He asked the Committees to proceed- purely as a matter 
of form- to the second reading of the draft Treaties D, E and F prepared by the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security. 

Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium) supported this suggestion. 
Count APPONYI (Hungary) recalled the declaration he had made at the beginning of the 

work of the Third Committee on the subject of the model Treaties of Mutual Assistance D, 
E and F. He had intimated that he saw no possibility of giving an affirmative vote and would, 
on the contrary, abstain. There was nothing contradictory between the passive attitude 
taken by Hungary since then and the declaration he would make to the Assembly in order to 
explain his abstention. 

ARTICLE 36 OF THE STATUTE OF THE PERMANENT COURT. 

Mr. DANDURAND (Canada) recalled that he had proposed a resolution inviting States to 
adhere to the optional clause -if necessary, with appropriate reservations. That resolution 
had affirmed that: 

" The effort now in progress to diminish the uncertainties of international law and to 
fill the gaps by means of its progressive-codification would greatly facilitate the acceptance 
of Article 36 of the Statute." 
He desired to insert, at the end of that resolution, the following recommendation : 

" Requests the said States . . • to indicate the questions of international law 
the elucidation of which would facilitate their accession to Article 36 of the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice." 

_ . The codification of i~ternationallaw was a very lengthy business. It would, however, be 
of mterest to the Committee of Experts to know the point of view of the various States. 

This proposal was adopted. 

The text of the resolution as adopted read as follows : 
"The Assembly: 

" Referring to the ~esolution ot October 2nd, 1924, in which the Assembly, considering 
that the. terms of .Article 36, P:=tragrap~ 2, of the Statute of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. are su~cie~tly Wide to permit States to adhere to the special 
Protocol OJ?en~d for signature m VIr_tue of that article, with the reservations!which they 
~egard ~s md~spe?Sable, and convmced that it is in the interest of the progress of 
mte~national Justice that the greatel)t possible number of States should to the w"de t 
possible extent, ac~ept as compulsory the jurisdiction of the Court, reco~mends S~at!s 
to accede to the said Protocol at the earliest possible date. 

" ~oting that this recom~endation has not so far produced all the effe t th t · t be desired ; c a Is o 

. "B_ein~ o_f opinio_n that, ~n ?r?er to facilitate effectively the acceptance of the clause 
m questiOn, I tis expedwnt to dimmish the obstacles which prevent States fr "tt" 
themselves ; om commi mg 

" Being convinced that the efforts now being made through prog e · d"fi · 
t d. . " h th ta" t" d r SSIVe CO I !CatiOn o . I_rmms e uncer m Ies an s~pply the deficiencies of international law will reatl 
facilitate the acceptance o~ the optiOnal clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the gCour£. 
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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 b~ legitim~tely 
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, indicating 
at the same time the questions of international law the elucidation of which would in 
their opinion facilitate their accession to the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute 
of the Court ; and 

" Asks the Council to inform the Assembly at its next session of the replies it has by 
then received." 

General T ANCZOS (Hungary) wished to make .it clear, in order to dispel possible 
misunderstandmgs, that the declaration Count Apponyi had just made on the subject of 
Hungary's abstention had reference to his own declaration, reported as follows in the Minutes 
of the meeting on the previous Thursday: 

" General Tanc·zos was therefore compelled to reserve his decision with regard to the 
whole of the model treaties until such time as he had before him the results of the 
discussion in the First Committee." 
He had made the same reservation in regard to the draft resolution. 

B. Revision of the Systematic Study of Arbitration Conventions and Treaties of l\Iutual 
Assistance prepared by the Secretariat: Proposal submitted by l\I. Cassin (France) 
(Annex 8). 

The Committee, on the proposal of the Sub-Committee, adoptedthefollowingdraflresoluJion 
" The Assembly : . 
"Recognising the importance of the documentation which the Secretariat of the 

League of Nations has begun to collect concerning treaties of judicial settlement, 
arbitration and conciliation, and of the maps and graphs which it contemplates 
establishing : 

" Requests the Secretary-General to:be so good as to invite the Gov:ernments of 
States Members or non-Members of the League of Nations to commumcate to the 
Secretariat the text : 

" (1) Of those treaties for the pacific settlement of disputes which are now in 
force and which were concluded prior to the establishment of the League of Nations 
and which have not been registered; 

" (2) Of such arbitral awards affecting them as may be rendered in the future, 
with the exception of judgments of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
and of the Permanent Court of Arbitration and of special tribunals such as the llrlixed 
Arbitral Tribunals." 
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THIRTEENTH MEETING. 

Hel_d on Monday, September 24th, 1928, at Noon. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

39. Adoption of the Report on the Work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma-
- ment Conference (Annex 6). -

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, said he thought there 'Yas no ~ee~ for him to 
read his report, as the members of the Co~mittee 'Yere already acguamted WitJl It. ~e was, 
of course, prepared to give delegates any mformahon or explanations they might desire. 

M. LANGE (Norway) desired to call the attention of the Committee to the following 
sentence in the report : 

" They pointed out, moreover, that, notwithstanding these difficulties, the general 
situation is tending to develop on.the lines laid ?own in Article 8 of th~ Covenant, man:y, 
States having already spontaneously reduced their armaments to a considerable extent. 
He feared that the Assembly would be laying itself open to being contradicted. l~e 

recognised that there was an obvious tendency to reduce armaments, but the results of this 
tendency had so far only been very modest. 

He proposed that they should say : " ... many States having already spontaneously 
redu.ced their armaments to a certain extent ". 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to ·say : " . . . many States having already spontaneously 
reduced their armaments ". 

l\1. LANGE (Norway) thought that even that would be going too far. 

M. BENES (Czechoslovakia), Rapporteur, pointed out that, in this sentence, he had 
mentioned the various views which had been expressed during the discussion, without, 
however, passing any opinion on the statements made. 

The CHAIRMAN noted that the various views had been indicated in a purely objective 
manner. The next sentence in the report stated : 

" Other delegations expressed the view that the progress of the preparatory work 
and the results hitherto achieved could hardly be regarded as satisfactory. " 

M, LANGE (Norway) asked the Rapporteur, in connection with the explanations which had 
just been furnished, whether it was certain that the statement in question really applied to 
many countries. He proposed to say : " ... certain States having already spontaneously 
reduced their armaments to a considerable extent ". 

This amendment was adopted. 

General T ANczos (Hungary) said he would give the Assembly his reasons for refraining 
from voting for the proposed resolution. 

The report was adopted. 
(The Committee rose at 12.15 p.m.) 

FOURTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, September 24th, 1928, at 10.30 p.m. 

Chairman: Count CARTON DE WIART (Belgium). 

40. Adoption of the Report rega1·ding the Questions of the Pacific Settlementof International 
Disputes, Non-Aggression and l\iutual Assistance (Annex 7). 

. Th~ C~AIRMAN pointed out that M. Politis had accomplished little short of a marvel 
m draftmg m so short a sp~ce of time a report accompanied by six draft resolutions. 

He propos~d the followmg procedure for the discussion : M. Politis would read his report 
and the Committee would discuss each chapter separately. 

He observed that ~II the resolutions to which he ~a? referred had already been adopted 
except the one concermng the good offices of the CounCilm regard to arbitration of which the 
text was as follows : 
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" The Assembly, 
" Having considered the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
" (1) Firmly convinced that effective machinery for ensuring the peaceful 

settlement of international disputes is an essential element in the cause of security and 
disarmament ; 

" (2) Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of, the Lea,gue 
of Nations, of methods of pacific settlement renders possible the settlement of all 
disputes; 

"(3) Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting from 
international law is obligatory upon international tribunals; 

" (4) Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except 
with their consent; 

" (5) Taking note of the fact that a great number of particular international 
conventions provide for obligatory conciliation, arbitration or judicial settlement; 

" (6) Being desirous of facilitating to the greatest possible degree the development 
of undertakings in regard to the said methods of procedure ; 

" (7) Declaring that such undertakings are not to be interpreted as restricting the 
duty of the League of Nations to take at any time whatever action may be deemed wise 
and effectual to safeguard the peace of the world; or as impeding its intervention in virtue 
of Articles 15 and 17 of the Covenant, where a dispute cannot be submitted to arbitral or 
judicial procedure or cannot be settled by such procedure, or where the conciliation 
proceedings have failed : 

" (8) Invites all States whether Members of the League or not, and in so far as their 
existing agreements do not already achieve this end, to accept obligations in pursuance 
of the above purpose either by becoming parties to the General Act or by concluding 
particular conventions with individual States in accordance with the model bilateral 
Conventions or in such terms as may be deemed appropriate; 

" (9) Resolves to communicate the General Act and the model bilateral Conventions 
to all Members of the League of Nations and to such States not Members of the League 
as may be indicated by the Council; 

" (10) Requests the Council to give the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
instructions to keep a list of the engagements contracted in accordance with the terms 
of the present resolution either by acceptance of the provisions of the General Act or by 
the conclusion of particular Conventions with the same object, so as to enable Members of 
the League and States non-Members of the League to obtain information as soon as 
possible. " 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, after craving indulgence for any imperfections his 
report might contain, proceeded to read this document. He requested the Chairman to 
interrupt him if any member wished to speak on any particular point. 

Chapter I . 

. Count APPONYI (Hungary) reminded the Committee of the conditions under which a text 
had been submitted to the Sub-Committee by Sir Cecil Hurst in order to dispel a certain 
amount of apprehension with regard to Clause No. 7 of the draft resolution. The text had 
been roughly as follows : 

" Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as preventing the League from 
taking measures- to forestall war, notwithstanding any arbitration or conciliation 
procedure. " 
In view of the apprehension with regard to the words " notwithstanding any arbitration 

or conciliation procedure ", Sir Cecil Hurst had agreed to omit these words, and it had been 
decided that reference should be made in the report to the compromise thus reached. They 
should therefore say that the League of Nations might take action without, however, 
interrupting the course of arbitration or conciliation proceedings. He thought that this point 
had been forgotten and should perhaps be mentioned in the report. -

M. PoLITis (Greece), Rapporteur, admitted the correctness of Count Apponyi's 
observation and proposed to remedy this omission by adding, after the paragraph ending 
" States not Members of the League of Nations ", the words : 

"This paragraph was modified during the.discussion in Committee so as to remove 
certain apprehensions, and it was und_erstood that the action of ~he Council wa_s not 
intended to interrupt any procedure which had been begun and that It would be desirable 
if the details of such action were thoroughly examined at a later date. " 

M. LANGE (Norway) thought it would be desirable to reiterate the statement made to the 
First Committee by the member of the Nor~egian deleg~tion, namely, that there ~vas a 
slicrht contradiction between the draft resolutiOn, and particularly that clause No. 3 m the 
re;olution which referred to treaty rights, and Article 28 of the General Act, which allowed 
arbitral tribunals the right to take a decision, if necessary, e.t requo ei bono. 
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The Norwegian delegation would vote for the Ge1?eral Act. .It made a formal 
reservation, however, to the effect that the acceptance of this Act must m no way affect the 
interpretation of arbitration treaties concluded before the General Act. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, read the draf~ resolution, conc~rnin? the good offices 
of the Council in cases of pacific settlement,. He pomt~d o~t that this te.:-t had, apart from 
a few words, been drawn up by the Committee on Arbitration and Secunt~. The~e wo;ds, 
wliich had been added in the last paragraph in order to brin~ ~his resolution ~ntirely mto 
line with the resolution concerning the good offices of the Council m cases o~ tr~?ties of mutual 
assistance, were as follows : " ... if requested to do so by one of the parties . 

Chapter I and the draft resolution regarding the good offices of the Council were adopted. 

Chapter II. 

M. FoTITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), pointed out that ~is proposal 
referred to in the Minutes of the meeting held on September 20th had not provided for t~e 
exact reproduction of Article 4, paragraph 3, of the Rhine Pact of Locarno. ~he text of this 
proposal had been adapted to suit treaties of mutual assistance and non-aggressiOn. He asked 
that it should be given in full in the report. 

He proposed that in the following paragraphs : 
" Certain States attach particular importa·nce, in urgent cases, to the promise of 

assistance before action is taken by the Council. They consider that it is especially in 
the case of a flagrant aggression - which they consider to be the most probable 
eventuality -that the need for assistance will be the most imperative. But it was also 
thought that it would not be wise to recommend the system adopted at Locarno as a 
general rule, since, if the situation was not analogous, it might give rise to serious 
drawbacks, not only for the League of Nations, but for the States concerned themselves. 

" It must be acknowledged, however, that the lack of precision of the idea of flagrant 
aggression may involve certain disadvantages and detract from the practical value of the 
promise of assistance. An examination of the special circumstances of each case will allow 
it to be decided whether the clause in question should be inserted ina given treaty or not"-

th~ passage : 
"But it was also thought that it would not be wise to recommend the system adopted 
at Locarno as a general rule, since, if the situation was not analogous. it might give rise 
to serious drawbacks, not only for the League of Nations, but for the States concerned 
themselves "-

should be replaced by the following passage from M. Politis's statement at the meeting on 
September 20th : . 

" But it was also thought that it would be wiser not to adopt this clause as a general 
rule"- · 

and that they should omit the following sentence : 
" It must be acknowledged, however ... of the promise of assistance. " 

M. ':oN SIMSON (Germany) supported M. Fotitch's proposal. He was not in favour of 
reproducmg the Locarno text word for word in the report; he would prefer to see the proposal 
of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation inserted in its original form. 

He agreed that they might omit the sentence : 

" I.t must b~ acknowled~ed, ~owever, that the lack of precision of the idea of flagrant 
aggressiOn may mvolve cer.tam disadvantages and detract from the practical value of the 
promise of assistance. " 
He also asked that they should omit the sentence : 

" Th~y consider that itis especially in the case of a flagrant aggression - which 
they consider to be the most probable eventuality - that the need for assistance will 
be the most imperative. " 

If they maintained that sentence, they must also maintain the sentence which M. Fotitch had 
requested should be omitted. To be impartial, they must not state any opinion. 

M. FoTITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that, if he had rightly 
understood the German delegate, the text would run as follows : 

" Ce~tain Sta~es attach partic~lar ~mportance, in the case of flagrant aggression, to 
the p_rorruse of assi.stance before actwn IS taken by the Council. But it was also thought 
that It would be WI~er ~otto recomme~d tJ:e system adopted at Locarno as a general rule 
and. that the exammatwn of the special circumstances of each case will allow it to be 
decided whether the clause in question should be inserted in a given treaty or not. " 
M. Fotitch would gladly accept such a text . 

. M: PoLITI~ (Greece), Rapporteur, thought that agreement had been reached The 
begmrung of this part of Chapter II would be as follows : 
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"As regards the clause concerning flagrant aggression, it has been proposed to accept 
as a general rule in treaties of mutual assistance a clause similar to Article 4, paragraph 3, 
of the Rhine Pact of Locarno. " 
This clause would read as it was drafted, but the text inserted would omit the words 

" a flagrant breach of Articles 42 and 43 of the Treaty of Versailles ", and, on the following 
page, "or of the assembly of armed forces in the demilitarised zone ". 

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee might adopt the whole of this part of the 
report with M. Fotitch's observations. . 

M. DNDEN (Sweden) thought it desirable that the report should mention the fact that the 
model. Treaties did not refer to cases of aggression by third States. He proposed that the 
followmg passage should be inserted at the beginning of the second paragraph of Chapter II: 

" It is clear from this Note that the model Treaties do not refer to cases of 
aggression by a State not a party to the Treaty. It was thought that it was not for the 
League of Nations to recommend in a treaty of its own framing provisions which might 
lead to the formation of rival groups of nations. " 
This passage was quoted from the Introductory Note. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, thought that there would be no objection to inserting 
this passage. However, since M. Unden had referred to the Introductory Note, the speaker 
would like to point out that in this Note two arguments had been put before the Committee. 
It was said: 

" 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. " 
This was the first argument. Elsewhere it was stated that : 

" The discussion showed that some States held such a guarantee to be 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, it may be held that it is not for 
the League of Nations, whose object it is to promote sincere co-operation between all its 
Members with a view to maintaining and consolidating peace, to recommend in a 
treaty of its own framing provisions which might lead to the formation of rival groups of 
nations. " 
M. Politis asked the Committee if it would not be fairer and more impartial to reproduce 

the whole passage. 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) did not think they were justified in stating in this report that 
" the discussion sho\ved that some States held that such a guarantee is necessary ", deducing 
in support the reasons given in the Introductory Note. The speaker did not think that this 
conclusion could be drawn from the discussions of the Third Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN asked M. Unden whether he would maintain the text of his proposal in 
view of M. von Simson's remark. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) thought that M. von ·Simson accepted his proposal, but not 
M. Politis's. The speaker had suggested that the passage quoted from the Introductory 
Note should be mentioned here, since the argument put forward in it had finally prevailed. 
This was the passage which explained the contents of the models. 

M. LANGE (Norway) thought that they might overcome the difficulty by substituting 
in the passage putting forward the opposing argument, read by l\L Politis, for the words 
" The discussion showed ", " It is true that some States hold that such a guarantee is 
necessary ". 

M. voN SIMSON (Germany) suggested that they should merely say: " It is true that some 
States held that such a guarantee is necessary in view of certain definite contingencies ". 
They would then continue with the text proposed by M. Unden. 

M. SoKAL (Poland) proposed that the report should say, at the beginning of the second 
sentence of the text quoted by M. Politis : " Other States consider ... ", instead of saying : 
" It may be held ... ". 

M. PoLITIS (Greece), Rapporteur, stated that, if M. von Simson's proposal were accepted, 
namely, to mention that " some States hold that such a guarantee is necessary in view of 
certain definite contingencies ", it would be impq_ssible to say, " Other States consider ", 
seeing that it was this latter agreement which had prevailed. It would be necessary to say : 
" but it was considered ... " 

M. SoKAL (Poland) pointed. out that. the question raised b:y l\1. Duden had U,?t been 
discussed when the. Third Commrttee corlSldered the model Treaties. It had been drscussed 
at length by the Committee o_n_Arbitration ~nd Security, and references t,? it were_ made in the 
Introductory Note. M. Polrtrs had submrtted a report to the Comnuttee which reflected 
the discussion that had taken place in the Third Committee. If he had even quoted certain 
passages from the Introductory Note, it was because reference had been made _to these po!nts 
during the debates in the Third Committee. M. Unden had brought forward his proposal Just 
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when the discussion was about to end. Without contesting the possibility of making 
amendments to the report, he, the speaker, asked that, as the text deal~ with a deli?ate matter, 
either the paragraph in question in the. Introductory Note should be mserted ~sIt st?od, or, 
if it was desired to make any amendments, to adjourn the meeting for a few mmutes m order 
to consider the drafting. 

M. CASSIN (France) said that it appeared to him that the whole reasoning of the r~~ort 
called for the adoption of a strict method of argument. Since the report state~ exp_hcitly 
that the principlt;s which had been laid down in the model Treaties wer~ explai~ed m t_he 
Introductory Note, and that attention was only given to the clauses m certam. defimte 
provisions which it had not been intended to insert as general principles, he th?ught It wou_ld 
be imprudent to discuss anew each clause which had been proposed and then reJected \Vhrle 
it might appear natural to M. Unden to raise the question of the aggression of a third State, 
it might equally please another member to recall another proposal which had been set aside, · 
and there was thus a considerable risk of overloading the report. 

He therefore proposed that the report should be kept as it was. 

M. UNDEN (Sweden) said he had only raised the question and proposed an addition to the 
report because he considered the problem as one of peculiar importance for characterising the 
model Treaty. In order to meet M. Sokal's views, he would be satisfied if the following 
~entence were accepted : 

" It will be seen from this Note that the model Treaties do not provide for mutual 
assistance by the contracting parties in the case of aggression by a third State. " 

M. LANGE (Norway) pointed out that, as he had already stated, the warm support given 
by the Norwegian delegation was due to the fact that the Treaty did not raise the question of 
aggression by third Powers. 

The CHAtRMAN noted that the Committee agreed that the last text submitted by M. Unden 
should be inserted after the first sentence in the second paragraph. 

Chapter II, thus amended, was adopted. 

No comments. 
Chapters III and IV. 

Count APPONYI (Hungary) said he would abstain from voting on the resolution concerning 
treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance. 

The report and the resolutions were adopted in their entirety. 

41. Close of the Work of the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that its work was at an end. He thanked his 
colleagues for their zeal and assiduity and gave special thanks to the various Rapporteurs and 
to M. Colban and his staff . 

. M. S?K~L (Poland) said he V?iced ~he opinion of tlie Committee in expressing his gratitude 
and admiration for the manner m which the Chairman had presided over their meetings. 

The CHAIRMAN expressed his thanks. 
(The meeting rose at 12.25 a.m.) 
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A.60.1928. IX. 

ANNEX I. 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES VICTIMS OF AGGRESSION. 

REPORT suBMITTED TO THE AssEMBLY BY BARON RoLIN JAEQUEMYNS 

< {BELGIUM). 

The Third Committee has noted the recommendation submitted to the As~embly. by the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security with regard to the scheme for financial assrstance. 

The text of the recommendation reads as follows : 
" The Committee on Arbitration and Security : 
" Having taken note of the report by the Joint Committee on questions relating 

to financial assistance; 
"Thanks the Joint Committee for its valuable collaboration; 
"Adopts the attached report submitted by its Rapporteur (Official Journal. 

August 1928, page 1195) ; . 
" Invites the Financial Committee to continue its technical enquiries on the 

basis of the results obtained after the meeting of the Assembly; 
" Recommends that the Assembly should give its opinion upon the questions 

raised; 
" For this purpose, requests the Secretary-Gener~l to forward the report a.nd 

the minutes of the Joint Committee to Governments m order that they may grve 
instructions to their delegates at the Assembly. " 

In accordance with this recommendation, the Assembly is called upon to give its opinion 
concerning the various questions which have arisen, in order to allow the Financial Committee 
to continue its preparatory work. . · 

As His Excellency M. Veverka pointed out in the report submitted by him to the Com
mittee on Arbitration and Security ( 0/ficial Journal, August 1928, page 1195), and in conformity 
with the conclusions reached by a Joint Committee consisting of delegates appointed by the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security and by the Financial Committee, it is the intention 
of the Financial Committee to prepare a plan of financial assistance on the following lines : 

(1) The financial scheme should be embodied in a special Convention: 
(2) This Convention should be open to all Members of the League. · 
(3) States non-Members of the League might be allowed to participate by a decision 

of the Council. · 
(4) The machinery of the Convention should be so elastic that it would be possible 

for a State not signing the Convention to participate in the guarantees in general, or in the 
guarantee of a specific loan. 

(5) Instead of fixing the maximum for the rate of interest and amortisation of any 
loans, the maximum annual liability in respect of the service of loans would be fixed for each 
guarantor State. 

As regards the terms of the loans, these could be approved before the issue; e.g., by the 
Chairman for the time being and the two preceding Chairmen of the Financial Committee, 

_ acting by a majority vote if unanimity could not be secured. 
(6) The issue of loans could take place on the strength of the undertakings subscribed 

to in the Convention and represented by the general bonds, without waiting for the specific 
guarantee bonds to be deposited. 

(7) The Convention would provide that financial assistance could be given in the case 
of war or threat of war if such action were deemed wise and effectual to safeguard or re-establish 
the peace of nations. 

(8) Financial assistance would be brought into operation by a unanimous vote of the 
Council (minus the parties to the dispute). · 

The exchange of views in the Third Committee, and particularly the very precise informa
tion furnished by Count de Chalendar, Chairman of the Financial Committee, showed that, 
apa.rt from th~ technical q.u~stions referred to in poi~ts 5 and 6 above, the other points raised 
vanous questwns of a pohtrcal and legal nature whrch may be summarised as follows : 

~a) S~ould the sch~me for financial assistance be embodied in a special con
vention or mcorporated m the body of the agreements to be reached in connection 
with the reduction of armaments ? (See 1 to 4 above.) 

(b) .Should it be ~eld that. the scheme for financial assistance would apply 
not only m case of warm the stnct sense of the term, but also in the case of threat 
of war referred to in Article 11 ofthe Covenant ? (See 7 above). 

(c~ In. ~rder that t.he financial assistance should become operative, would a 
Council dec~swn b.e su~crent ~r would the approval of each signatory be necessary in 
each case, mcludmg srgnatones not represented on the Council ? (See 8 above.) 
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With regard to point (a), the Third Committee agreed that the scheme for financial 
assistance should be drafted in the juridical form of a special convention, it being understood 
that the future agreement would come within the framework of the League's general 
programme for the limitation and reduction of armaments. 

. With regard to point (b), apart from certain reservations made concerning the possible 
exclusion of the case of a mere threat of war, the Committee has agreed that, in the text of 
the Convention to be prepared by the Financial Committee, financial assistance should be 
provided for, not only in the case of war in violation of the provisions of the Covenant, as 
mentioned in Article 16 of the Covenant, but also in the case of war or threat of war referred 
to in Article 11. It should, moreover, be noted that if, subsequently, after it had received 
the draft Convention on Financial Assistance, the Assembly decides that only the case of 
war should be taken into account, it would be sufficient merely to change a sentence in one 
article, without altering the scheme as a whole. 

, With regard to point (c), the Third Committee agrees with the Financial Committee 
that the question of intervention should be decided solely by the Council without the colla
boration of the other signatories of the Convention not represented on the Council. As for 
the right under Article 4, paragraph 5, of the Covenant of every Member of the League not 
represented on the Council to " send a representative to sit as a member at any meeting 
of the Council during the consideration of matters specially affecting that Member of the 
League ", the Third Committee thought that there would be no objection to drafting the 
proposed Convention in such a manner that the signatories would, by the mere fact of their 
accession, or even explicitly, renounce this right. · 

The outstanding questions of principle having thus been settled, several delegates thought 
that it might be desirable to take formal note of the principle accepted under paragraph 5 
above by the Financial Committee to the effect that, instead of fixing the maximum rate of 
interest or amortisation for any loans that might be granted, the maximum annual liability 
in respect of the service of loans would be fixed for each guarantor State up to which it might 
have to guarantee the service of the loans. The advantage of this system would be that 
no doubt could subsist concerning the extent of the financial obligations undertaken by each 
signatory to the Convention. 

In these circumstances, the Third Committee has the honour to submit to the Assembly 
the following draft resolution : 

" The Assembly : 
" (1) Expresses its satisfaction with the work of the Committee on Arbitrati~n 

and Security and the Financial Committee in connection with theschemeforfinancial 
assistance ; 

" (2) Requests the Council to invite the Financial Committee to continue 
the preparation of this scheme in the form of a draft Convention, bearing in mind 
the directions given in the report submitted to the Assembly at its ninth ordinary 
session on behalf of its Third Committee; 

" (3) Expresses the hope that a full draft Convention, complete in all its 
details, may be submitted to the Assembly at its tenth ordinary session; 

" (4) Invites the Secretary-General to su·bmit the draft Convention as soon 
as it is prepared to the Governments in order that they may give instructions to 
their delegates at the tenth ordinary session of the Assembly. " 

A.63.1928. IX. 
ANNEX 2. 

ARTICLES 10, 11 AND 16 OF THE COVENANT. 

REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ASSEMBLY BY M. N. POLITIS (GRECE). 

Among the tasks assigned to the Committee on Arbitration and Security by the Assembly 
resolution of September 26th, 1927, which provided for the Committee's appointment, was 
" 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 (Resolution V, No. 3, paragraph 5) ". 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security decided to begin with the study of Articles 
10, 11 and 16, keeping in mind the possibility of co-ordinating them with other articles later. 

It selected these articles as being the ones wh'ich have most engaged the attention of 
the organs of the League hitherto. But the Committee had no intention of restricting its 
future field of action. On the contrary, it resolved to devote its attention later to other 
clauses of the Covenant, especially the provision of Article 13, paragraph 4, which lays down 
that, in the event of failure to carry out arbitral or judicial awards, " the Council shall pro
pose what steps shall be taken to. give effect t~ereto ". In ~he .course of its wor!', the ~?m
mittee more than once had occasiOn to appreciate the pecuhar Importance of this proYisiOn. 
It realised that, in the absence of a complete system of sanctions, the development of com
pulsory arbitration would be greatly assisted by Article 13, paragraph 4, a thorough study 
of which should be embarked upon as soon as possible. 



-110-

Articles 10 11 and 16 of the Covenant were first discussed in an important f!!emorandum 
by M Rutgers 'who endeavoured to determine their meaning and practical bearmgs. It was fo;cibly demonstrated by the author that, first and foremost, in order to fulfil 
its essential mission for the maintenance of peace, the League must prevent war; that the 
application of measures of repression should only ~e contemplated in. extreme cases when 
preventive measures had failed; .th~t, as an e!Iecbv~ means of ensunng th~ peac: of the 
werld Arti'cle 10 was of greater s1gmficance than Article 16, the more so as, If applied con
scientiously and fully, Article 11 would facilitate any application that might be made of 
Article 16 inasmuch as the procedure of Article 11 enabled the Council to follow the develop
ment of ti1e dispute, and so obtain grounds for the decisions which it might be called upon 
to take under Article 16 -in particular, as regards the determination of the aggressor, the 
Council would be guided very largely by the degree and manner in which the conflicting pa~ties 
had lent themselves to the action previously taken by it under the Covenant, and especially 
under Article 11, for the purpose of maintaining peace. . 

It was argued further that a hard-and-fast definition of the terms " aggression " (Article 
10) and " resort to war " (Article 16) would be dangerous, for it might oblige the Council 
and Members of the League to decide that there had been a breach of the Covenant, and 
thus bring sanctions into play at a time when it would be better not to take measures of 
coercion. Moreover, there would be the risk of setting up criteria which, in unforeseen 
circumstances, might lead to the designation of a State which, in actual fact, was not responsible 
for the hostilities. 

The memorandum considered further that it would be helpful, in the case of resort to 
war, if the Council delivered an opinion as to whether there was or was not a breach of the 
Covenant and declared which of the two conflicting parties had broken the Covenant; and, 
lastly, that the preparation of the military sanctions provided for in Article 16 did not seem 
likely to promote the growth of mutual confidence between the States Members of the League, 
unless, at the same time, pacific procedures were organised for the settlement of all inter
national differences and a general understanding was reached for the reduction and limitation 
of armaments. 

The above ideas, together with those embodied in the memoranda on arbitration and 
security, were summarised in the introduction which the three Rapporteurs, in agreement 
with the Chairman of the Committee, placed at the beginning of their report. 

They gave rise to a detailed discussion, in the course of which two currents of opinion carne 
to light, one emphasising the degree of security provided by the Covenant and the other laying 
sttess on its inadequacy. Eventually, the Committee adopted a resolution in the following 
terms: 

" The Committee on Arbitration and Security : 
" After studying the introduction to the memoranda on arbitration, security 

and the articles of the Covenant submitted by the Chairman, 
" Declares its concurrence in the views therein expressed that : 

" (1) The. Covenant itself creates a measure of security which needs to be 
appreciated at Its full value and that its articles are capable of being applied in 
such a way that in the majority of cases they can prevent war; · 

" (2) The common will for peace of the States Members of the Council can be 
exercised e!Iectively within the framework of the Covenant all the more so because 
~hat ins!rumen~ does not proyide any rigid code of proced~re for the settlement of 
mternatwnal cnses a.nd that It is, therefore; inexpedient to attempt to draw up in 
advance a complete hst of measures for preserving international peace; 

." (3). For those ~tates which seek more e!Iective guarantees of security, side 
by ~Ide WI!h an extensiOn of the machinery for the pacific settlement of their inter
natiOnal .disputes, the C?nclusion of security pacts with other States in the same 
geographical .are~ ~onstitutes one of the most practical forms of supplementary 
guarantee which It IS at present possible to recommend. " 

After discussing M. Rutgers' memorandum at its second session the Committee at its 
third session, adopted in regard to Articles 10 11 and 16 of the C~venant a resolution in 
whi~h it gave its appr?val t~ the main conclusi~ns of this document, in terms expressing the 
vanous ~hades of opmwn which had been manifested in the course of the debates. · 

SubJect t? the o.bservations made in the present report, the Third Committee has felt 
~ble to subscnb~ entirely to views expressed by the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
m regard to Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant. 

It therefore proposes to the Assembly the adoption of the following resolution : 

" The Assembly : 

" Havin& noted the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in 
regard to Articles 10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant, 

. "Appreciates the great importance of the work done to apply the provisions 
m questiOn; 

"~onsiders .that. the information concerning the question of the criteria of 
aggressiOn contamed m the Comrnitt~e's documents usefully summarises the studies 
made by the Assembly and the Council and the provisions of certain treaties; 
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" Recalls in particular that the action to be taken by the Council under Article 
11 and other articles of the Covenant in the case of a conflict will provide it with 
important elements of appreciation likely to facilitate the .determination of the 
aggressor in the event of war breaking out in spite of every effort; 

" Considers that the study of Article 11 of the Covenant, which stipulates that 
the League 'shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual to safe
guard the peace of nations ',forms the natural counterpart of the study·underta~en 
by the Committee of the Council and :>pproved by the Council on December 6th, 
1927, on the Assembly's recommendation, and, without detracting from the value 
of the other articles of the Covenant, brings into prominence the fact that the 
League's first task is to forestall war, and that in all cases of armed conflict or of 
threats of armed conflict, of whatever nature, it must take action to prevent hostilities 
or to stop hostilities which have already begun; 

" Takes note of the suggestions concerning Article 16 contained in the Com
mittee's documents relative to the study of the articles of the Covenant; 

" Recommends to the Council the studies in question as a useful piece of work 
which, without proposing a hard-and-fast procedure in time of emergency, and 
without adding to or detracting from the rights and duties of the Members of the 
League, provides valuable indications as to the possibilities offered by the different 
articles of the Covenant, and as to the way in which they may be applied, without 
prejudice to the. different modes of procedure which the infinite variety of possible 
eventualities may render necessary in practice; 

" In conclusion, recommends that a study should be undertaken of the other 
articles of the Covenant the conscientious and full application of which offers 
special guarantees of security. " 

A.68.19::!8. IX. 
A;~NEX 3. 

SUPERVISION OF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE AND PUBLICITY 
OF THE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF • 

IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

REPORT" suBMITTED TO THE AssEMBLY BY M. GuERRERO (SALVADOR). 

In its resolution of September 24th, 1927, the Assembly " requested the Council to 
convey its views to the Special Commission in order that the latter might agree upon a single 
text which would enable the Council to convene an international conference as speedily as 
possible ". · 

At its first session, held in March-April1927, the Special Commission drew up a preliminary 
draft convention. 

This preliminary draft was taken as the basis of discussion at the Special Commission's 
second session, which was held from August 27th to 30th, 1928. 

After endeavouring to reconcile the different points of view expressed in the course of 
the debates, the Special Commission had to acknowledge that, while the prineiple of publicity 
had been accepted for Government manufactures, differences of opinion remained as regards 
the extent of such publicity, and that therefore it was unable to submit the single final text 
requested by the Assembly. 

After examining the situation thus created, the Third Committee came to the conclusion 
that it was essential to agree upon a single text which would permit of the convening of an 
international conference on the supervision of private manufacture and the publicity of 
Government manufactures. It was unanimous in thinking that an immediate appeal 
addressed by the Council to the Governments represented on the Special Commission, with a 
view to the removal of the differences of opinion still existing, together with a meeting of 
the Special Commission before the Council's next session, would make it possible, once the 
preparatory work had been completed, to convene an international conference on the manu
facture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war either before or at the same time 
as the International Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

I therefore have the honour to propose to you the following resolution on behalf of the 
Third Committee : • 

" The Assembly : 
" Having taken note of the report and preliminary draft convention drawn 

up by the Special Commission appointed to prepare a draft conwntion on the 
supervision of the private manufacture and publicity of the manufacture of arms 
and ammunition and of implements of war; 

" Observing that the Commission has not yet found it possible to submit a 
single final text as desired by the Assembly, although the Committee agreed that 
the principle of publicity should extend to Government manufaetures; 
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" Affirming the urgent necessity for d~awing up a conv~ntion which, .~hile 
placing non-producing and producing countnes ~nan equal f?otlng, would faCihta~e 
the ratification of the Convention on the InternatiOnal Trade m Arms and Ammum
tion and in Implements of War signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925; 

" Referrincr to its successive resolutions passed at each of its previous ordinary 
sessions, begin~ing with the first session in 1920, in which resolutions it has con
stantly urged the importance of the proble~ of the m~nufacture of arms and the 
necessity for convening a conference as speedily as possible; 

" Confirming the fact that a connection exists betwee_n the gen~ral que~tion 
.of the reduction and limitation of armaments and the questiOn of the International 
trade in arms and also of that of the manufacture of arms and ammunition and of 
implements of war : 

" Requests the Council to make an appeal, at its present session, to th~ Govern
ments represented on the Special Commission to exa_n.Ii.ne carefully the. differen~es 
of view revealed during the last session of the Commission,_ and ~o co?sider calhng 
another meeting of the Commission before the next Council ses.siOn, m order _that 
the work of the Commission may be completed as soon as possible and subffiltted 
to a special conference which would meet either at the same time as the General 
Conference for the Red'uction and Limitation of Armaments or at an earlier date. " 

A.67.1928.IX. 
ANNEX 4. 

MODEL TREATY TO STRENGTHEN THE MEANS FOR PREVENTING 
WAR. 

. REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ASSEMBLY BY BARON ROLIN JAEQUEMYNS (BELGIUM) • .. 
During the investigation undertaken in accordance with the resolution of the Assembly 

of September 26th, 1927, the German delegation submitted to the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security a body of suggestions tending to strengthen, by international agreement, the 
means for the prevention of war. 

At its meeting on March 5th, 1928, the Committee, ''appreciating the great importance 
of these suggestions ",adopted a resolution according to which it : 

. " 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 discus
sion and of any observations which may be forwarded by Governments. " 

The rapporteur submitted his memorandum to the Committee at its third session, with 
the result that, after a protracted debate, the first reading of the " Model Treaty to strengthen 
the Mean. for preventing War " was approved and has since been referred to the Third 
Committee by the Assembly. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security had at the same time adopted an intro
ductory note drawing attention to the essential points of the debate which took place during 
its third session. In order to make clear the various tendencies which manifested themselves 
within the Committee, the following brief summary of that introductory note may prove 
useful : 

. (a) The suggestion of the German delegation advocating an undertaking on 
the part of States to accept the recommendations of the Council for the purpose of 
maintaining or re-establishing the military status quo normally existing in time of 
p~ace has. not been emb?died in the model treaty, for it proved impossible to recon
cile the VIews of. the vanous delegations as to the usefulness and expediency of such 
a measure sufficiently to enable a unanimous decision to be taken by the Committee 
on that point. 

(b) The sl!pervisio~ of ~h~ execution of the measures recommended by the 
Counci~, a que~twn on which different views were expressed, has received, in Article 5, 
a sol_utwn which ~afegu~rds the Council's freedom of action. With regard to this, 
detailed explanatiOns Will be found in the introductory note. 

(c) The rule in Article 5, according to which the vote of the parties concerned 
do~s not a~~~t the question of unanimity, has only been retained for the case in 
Which hostilities have already broken out, as provided for in Articles 3 and 4. It 
would appear from the discussions in the Committee that an extension of this rule 
t? the case of ordinary disputes covered by Article 1 might conflict with the provi
siOns of the Covenant of the League as regards the working of the Council. · 
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(d) The Committee did not feel that it could accept the idea of a general 
protocol open to the signature of all States, and it only framed a model multilateral 
treaty which can obviously also be used as a bilateral treaty. At the same time, it 
further recorded its opinion that " the practical value of such a treaty would be 
directly proportional to the number of contracting States ". 

(e) The Committee indicated that, in contemplating the conclusiQn of spe~ial 
treaties, it did not wish to exclude the possibility of supplementing treaties of mutual 
assistance by provisions similar to those contained in the model, if certain States 
preferred to adopt this procedure. 

Agreement having thus been reached, the Committee adopted, at the end o1 its third 
session, a resolution in the following terms : 

" The Committee on Arbitration and Security : 
" Having taken note of the memorandum of its rapporteur, Baron Rolin 

Jaequemyns, on the suggestions submitted by the German delegation with a view 
to strengthening the means of preventing war : 

" Thanks its rapporteur for the exhaustive report which he has submitted; 
" Adopts the model treaty designed to give effect to the German delegation's 

suggestions and submits it to the Assembly; 
" And requests the Secretary-General to forward the said model with the 

introductory note, as well as Baron Rolin Jaequemyns' memorandum and the 
minutes of its third session, to the Governments in order that they may give the 
necessary instructions to their delegations at the Assembly. " 

The Third Committee resumed the discussion of this model treaty and noted, as a result 
that the views of Governments had remained practically the same as at the time of the dis: 
cussion in the Committee on Arbitration and Security. In addition to what has been stated 
above, it will be enough to say that, during the discussion, reference was also made to the 
question of the armistice to be proposed by the Council, as contemplated in No. 3 of the 
German suggestions. It has been pointed out that this explicit reference to the armistice 
was not embodied in the text of the model treaty as it was desired to give greater freedom 
of action to the Council, the latter being only called upon to intervene within the terms of 
the Covenant, with this single difference, that the States signing the treaty will reciproc~ly 
bind themselves to carry out the recommendations of the Council. 

After these exhaustive discussions, the Committee did not think that a second reading 
was .necessary. 

The Committee desires, moreover, to emphasise the fact that the draft submitted to 
the Assembly only constitutes a text for the use of States desiring to enter into the under
takings embodied therein, and that States retain their full freedom to decide on the attitude 
which they may think proper to adopt in this respect. 

On concluding its discussion, the Third Committee unanimously decided to submit the 
model treaty in question to the Assembly and proposed that the latter should accordingly 
adopt the following resolution : 

" The Assembly, 
" Having noted the model treaty to strengthen the means for preventing war 

framed by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, together with the explana
tions contained in the introductory note drawn up by the Committee; 

" Highly appreciating the value of this model treaty; 
"Being convinced that its adoption by a large number of States would serve 

to increase the guarantees of security : 
" Recommends it for consideration by States Members or non-members of 

the League of Nations; 
" And hopes that it may serve as a basis for States desiring to conclude a treaty 

of this kind. " 

A. 75.1928.1X. 
ANNEX 5. 

WIRELESS STATION TO BE CREATED WITH A VIEW TO 
PROVIDING THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS WITH INDEPENDENT 

COMMUNICATIONS IN TIME OF EMERGENCY. 

REPORT SUBMITTim TO THE AssEMBLY BY M. GUERRERO (SALVADOR). 

The Committee after examining the question of the wireless station to be created "ith 
a view to providing the Lea15ue of Nati~ns with independent co_mmu~cations. i!l time of 
emergency, is of opinion that it is not adVIsable to recommend an Immediate declSlon to the 
Assembly on this subject. 

8. 
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Two proposals were laid before the Assembly, one providing for a station belo~ging 
permanently to the League and the othe~ a sta_tion co_nsisting of a sh~rt-wave. a!ld a l!lediUm
wave post to be equipped and operated m ordmary tJI!les by the Swiss Adrmrustratwn,_ and 
to be handed over in time of emergency to the exclusive control of the League of Nations. 
Both these proposals were submitted to the Members of the League in the Suppl~mentary 
Report of the Advisory and Technical Committee for Communications and Transit, dated 
August 8th, and in the Swiss Federal Gove~nment's note and memorandum, da~ed August 
21st. It has not been possible for the maJority of the Governments, and particularly for 
those of States Members of the League situated at a distance, to give these proposals full 
considera,tion. 

We also considered that supplementary studies might with advantage be undertaken to 
determine, in the case of each proposal, the cost of installing the short-wave post, the amount 
of revenue to be anticipated therefrom, and the communications which could be regularly 
established with other stations. It would also be desirable, before adopting a decision 
whether it is necessary for the League to have, in time of emergency, a short-wave station 
at its disposal, to obtain more definite information as to the facilities and guarantees which 
the Governments might offer for the safe retransmission of communications emitted by a 
medium-wave post. 

A study, in the interval between this session and the next, of the legal questions to which 
the use in time of emergency of a wireless station might give rise also appears desirable. 

The Committee has noted that, pending the final settlement of the question, the Swiss 
Government proposes to establish near Geneva the medium-wave post contemplated in its 
offer. The Swiss Government does not, however, see its way to applying to this medium
wave post alone, which it intends to set up in any case, the terms of its offer relating both 
to this medium-wave post and the short-wave post, the costs and profits of which were to 
be taken over by the League of Nations. It should, however, be added that the Swiss dele
gation expressed the intention of recommending the Swiss Federal Council to agree with the 
League of Nations as to the terms of a modus vivendi which, in the Swiss delegation's opinion, 
would effectively ensure the full freedom of communications of the League of Nations both 
in time of peace and in time of emergency. 

• 

The Committee proposes to the Assembly the adoption of the following draft resolution : 
" The Assembly : 
" With a view to enabling Members of the League of Nations to proceed to a 

full examination of the proposals submitted with regard to the creation of the 
wireless station for the purpose of providing the League with independent communi
cations in time of emergency, and also with a view to allowing time for the additional 
technical, financial and legal studies considered desirable; 

" Decides to place this question on the agenda of its tenth session : 
" And requests the Council to take all necessary measures for a further study 

of these questions." 

A.83.1928. IX. 
ANNEX 6. 

WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE 
DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE AssEMBLY BY M. BENEs (CzECHOSLOVAKIA). 

In order to give an absolutely clear idea of the present state of the preparatory work 
for the Confe~ence for the Limitation an? Red_uction ?f Armaments, I think it may be well to 
reca_ll very bnefly the su~stance of the discussions which took place during the eighth ordinary 
sessiOn of the Assembly m regard to the problem of the reduction and limitation of arma
ments an_d to link it up with the discussions of the present Assembly. 

It Will be remembered that at t~e _las~ ordinary session of the Assembly all the delegations 
agreed that the_ Pre_Paratory Comrmsswn s work should be continued, that nothing should be 
!1-eglected to brmg It to a successful conclusion as soon as possible, and that the Conference 
I~elf should be convened as ~oon _as tlte conclusion of the preliminary technical work per
~Itted. But at the same t~me It w2s unanimously recognised that the great work of 
disarmament can o~y be ~arned out gra.dually and by stages, and that it will mainly depend 
on the progress achieved simultaneously m the matter of security 

The resolutions adopted on Septem~er 26th, 1927, were ba~ed on these two main ideas. 
In _the first place, they led to the crea_tw~ of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, 
which has done valuabl~ _work, dealt v.:th m the reports submitted to the present Assembly 
by M. Guerrero, M .. P?hti_s and M. Rohn Jaequemyns. In the second place, as regards the 
Preparato~y Commission Itself, the 1927 Assembly, in the same resolutions, had " requested 
the Council to urge the Preparatory Commission _to hasten the completion of its technical 
~ork ~nd to ~onvene the Conference on the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments 
Immediately this work had been completed ". 
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Since_the last o~dinary session of the Assembly, the Preparatory Commission has met on 
two occasi~ns. At Its fourth session, which took place from November 30th to December 
3rd, 1927, I_t set up th~ Committee on Arbitration and Security, which immediately set to 
work. At Its fifth sessiOn, which was held from March 15th to 24th 1928 it was forced to 
realise that the ge~eral situation necessitated a fresh adjournment: But it hoped to be 
able. to hold a meetmg soon, and therefore decided to leave its President free to fix, according 
to C1rcumsta~1c~s; t~e date at which it would be practically useful to convene a· new session 
o! the Commission, m order to proceed to the second reading of its preliminary draft Conven
tion. It also expressed the hope lha t the next session would begin at the earliest suitable 
date and, if possible, before the present session of the Assembly. 

It_ s~ould be mentioned that, during these two sessions, the President of the Preparatory 
CommiSSIOn addressed an urgent appeal to the Governments whose opinions differed most 
widely, asking them to endeavour to bring their views closer into line by means of diplomatic 
negotiations. Since then, the British and French Governments have announced that, in 
pursuance of this invitation of the President of the Preparatory Commission, they have 
entered into negotiations which have led to an agreement on the solution of certain technical 
problems raised by the Preparatory Commission's work. Nevertheless, considering that the 
situation had not yet developed sufficiently to allow of the desired result being attained, the 
President did not feel justified in convening the Preparatory Commission before the beginning 
of the Assembly. 

Such was the position when the general discussion began in the plenary meetings of this 
year's Assembly and in the Third Committee. 

This discussion showed that the delegations have remained true totheirviewsas expressed 
at the last Assembly, and that there exists a unanimous desire for the work of disarmament 
to be carried through as rapidly as possible. Nevertheless, various delegations have drawn 
attention to the manifold difficulties which must inevitably attend a task of such wide scope. 
They pointed out, moreover, that, notwithstanding these difficulties, the general situation 
is tending to develop on the lines laid down in Article 8 of the Covenant, certain States having 
already spontaneously reduced their armaments to a considerable extent. Other delegations 
expressed the view that the progress of the preparatory work and the results hitherto achieved 
could hardly be regarded as satisfactory. 

Two draft resolutions, one submitted by the French delegation and the other by the 
German delegation, were laid before the Third Committee. Both drafts referred to the close 
connection existing between international security and the reduction and limitation of ar~a
ments, and both stated that the present conditions of security were such as to allow of a 
first step being taken towards disarmament. In the French delegation's proposal, however, 
it was considered essential that the efforts of the Governments concerned to remove the 
technical differences which have hitherto hampered the work of the Preparatory Commission 
should be pursued and completed before the Commission was summoned, so as to enable 
the latter to meet with the best prospects of final success. Accordingly, the Council was 
requested in this draft to make an earnest appeal to the Governments to seek agreed 
solutions which would enable the work of the Preparatory Commission to be speedily resumed 
and brought to a successful issue. The draft concluded by proposing that the Assembly 
should express the hope that these solutions might be arrived at in sufficient time to enable 
the Commission to meet at the end of the present year or, should this not be feasible, at the 
beginning of 1929. 

On the other hand, the German delegation's proposal, while recognising the importance 
and desirability of direct negotiations between the Governments concerned, expressed the 
opinion that, in the event of the failure of such negotiations, the Conference for the Limitation 
and Reduction of Armaments should itself decide any questions which had still to be settled. 
According to this draft, the Assembly was therefore to request the Council to fix a date in 
1929 for the meeting of the Conference, while leaving it to the President of the Preparatory 
Commission to. convene the Commission at such time as would enable the programme of the 
Conference to be drawn up. . 

The Third Committee took these two drafts together as the basis of its discussion and 
considered in detail every aspect of the problem. The discussion was long and difficult, but, 
thanks to the spirit of conciliation and co-operation animating the delegations concerned, it 
was found possible to reconcile the different points of view to a considerable extent, so as to 
enable the Committee to submit the following findings and proposals to the Assembly. 

In the first place, the Committee was unanimous in thinking that the present situation 
was such as to allow of definite results being obtained in connection with a first step towards 
the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

In point of fact, the general poli_tical situation ~s ~ontinually improvi_ng. The Co':enant 
of the League of Nations, the Treaties of Peace, particularly the reductiOns effected 111 the 
armaments of certain countries as the result of these treaties, and the Locarno Agreements, 
have created conditions of security which make it possible to contemplate the conclusion of 
a General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 1\Ioreover, the 
situation may further improve for those countries which regard their present degree of security 
as insufficient, when they have put the proposals of the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
into effect, as it is hoped they will do. . 

Furthermore the various difficulties which have hitherto held up the Preparatory 
Commission's wo;k are be<>inning to diminish. As an instance of this, we may mention the 
efforts recently made by c~rtain Governments to prepare the ground for the future work of 
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the Commission. It seems clear that if other efforts of tllis kind were made to settle current 
difficulties, the chances of success of' the Preparatory Commission's next meeting would be 
considerably increased. The Assembly will doubtless, therefore, expres~ the hope that the 
Governments concerned will take steps in this direction as soon as P?S~Ible, and su.ggest to 
the Council that it might ask the President of the Preparatory CommiSSIOn to keep m touch 
with the Governments concerned with a view to acquainting llimself with the progress of 
their negotiations and to convening the Commission as soon as possible. . 

The Third Comnlittee did not consider that a definite date could be given for the next 
meeting of the Preparatory Commission. Moreover, the Assembly is not called upon to give 
explicit instructions to the Preparatory Commission, which includes non-Member. States, 
seeing that the Commission has itself instructed its Pre~ide~t to ~x the .date of Its next 
meeting. All the members of the Assembly, however, Will Wish this meetmg to be held at 
the end of the present year, or, at all events, at the beginning of 1929. The President of 
the Preparatory Commission, expressing the Commission's view, has interpreted ~hi.s desire 
as, in any case, imposing on him the obligation to convene the Preparatory CommissiOn, but 
at the same time as allowing him a certain discretion in fixing the actual date - which is 
essential if the danger of interrupting negotiations which might be in progress, with good 
prospects of success, is to be avoided. 

With regard to the convening of the Conference for the Limitation and Reduction of 
Armaments itself, the general impression in the Third Committee was that at the close of 
the session's work, which in these circumstances will be reached at the end of the present 
year or at the beginning of 1929, the Preparatory Commission will certainly think it desirable 
to make a general report to the Council of the possibilities of the First General Conference 
and the date at which it might be held. 

The importance and utility of this first stage should not, however, obscure the fact that 
the work for the reduction and linlitation of armaments calls for arduous, protracted and 
continuous efforts. It should therefore be clearly emphasised here and now that the work 
of the Preparatory Commission and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security will have 
to be systematically pursued so as to render possible at later stages the gradual limitation 
and reduction of armaments in proportion to the growth of security. 

The Third Comnlittee therefore has the honour to propose to the Assembly the adoption 
of the following resolution : 

" Whereas a close connection exists between international security and the 
reduction and limitation of armaments; · 

"And whereas the present-conditions of _security set up by the Covenant of 
the League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, and in particular by the reductions 
in the armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the Locarno 
Agreements, would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General 
Convention for the Reduction and Linlitation of Armaments; 

·: And whereas those Governments which consider that their security is not 
sufficiently assured are now, thanks to the work of the Committee on Arbitration 
~n? Security, in possession of _fresh means for strengthening their security, of which 
It IS to be hoped that they will make use at need, by havincr recourse to the good 
offices of the Council ; · "' 

" And whereas the Convention for the Reduction and Linlitation of Armaments 
will increase international security; 

".And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Comnlission for 
the Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitration and Security 
shall b~ pursued so tha~, by further steps, armaments may be progressively reduced 
as the mcrease of secunty allows ; 

."The Assembly: 

·: l!rge~ the necessity of ~ccom~lishing the first step towards the reduction 
and hrmtatwn of armaments With as httle delay as possible; 

" Notes with satisfaction the efforts of certain Governments to prepare the 
ground for the future work of the Preparatory Comnlission; 

." Earnestly hope_s _that Governments among wllich differences of opinion still 
s~bsist as to th~ conditions for 'the reduction and limitation of armaments will seek 
Without dela.y, m the most liberal spirit of conciliation and international solidarity' 
agreed solutwns which will enable the work of the Preparatory Commission to b~ 
brought to a successful issue ; 

. " Proposes to the Council that the President of the Preparatory Commission 
be m_structed to keep in contact with the Governments concerned so that he may be 
a~pr_Ised of the progress of their negotiations and may be able to convene the Com
miSSIOn at the end of the present year, or, in any case, at the beginning of 1929." 
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A.86(1).1928.IX. 

ANNEX 7. 

PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES, 

NON-AGGRESSION AND MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. 

REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE ASSEMBLY BY M. N. POLITIS (GREECE). 

REPORT BY M. Pounst. 

Appendix 1. GENERAL AcT. 

Appendix 2. BILATERAL CONVENTION FOR THE pACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF ALL INTER

NATIONAL DISPUTES (CONVENTION a). 

BILATERAL CONVENTION FOR JUDICIAL SETTLEMENT, ARBITRATION AND 

CoNciLIATION (CoNVENTION b). 

BILATERAL CoNciLIATION CoNVENTION (CoNVENTION c). 

Appendix 3. INTRODUCTORY NoTE TO THE MoDEL CoLLECTIVE TREATIES OF 

MuTUAL AssiSTANCE AND oF CoLLECTIVE AND . BILATERAL 

TREATIES oF NoN-AGGRESSION. 

CoLLECTIVE TREATY oF MuTUAL AssiSTANCE (TREATY D). 

CoLLECTIVE TREATY oF NoN-AGGRESSION (TREATY E). 

BILATERAL TREATY oF NoN-AGGRESSION (TREATY F). 

REPORT BY M. POLITIS. 

Among the tasks assigned to the Committee on Arbitration and Security under•the· 
Assembly resolution of September 26th, 1927, is " Action by the League of Nations with a view 
to promoting, generalising and co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration 
and security ". 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security prepared two groups of model treaties in this 
connection, one relating to arbitration and conciliation, and the other to non-aggression and 
mutual assistance. . 

Each group of model treaties was accompanied by an introductory note and two resolutions, 
one regarding the submission and recommendation of the model treaties in question, and 
the other regarding the good offices of the Council. Moreover, the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security adopted a resolution concerning the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

I. 

As regards the model treaties of arbitration and conciliation and the draft resolution 
regarding the submission and recommendations of these models, the Third Committee asked 
the First Committee for a legal opinion. In order to facilitate liaison between the two 
Committees, a Sub-Committee was constituted, consisting of members appointed by each of 
those two Committees, and this Sub-Committee considered in detail the model treaties in 
question. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security had prepared six model Conventions for the 
Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, i.e., three model general conventions and three 
model bilateral conventions. 

A prior question arose in regard to the general conventions, i.e., how to establish between 
them the indispensable connection which was lacking. Two methods were contemplated by 
the First Committee- a common Protocol linking up the three Conventions, and the fusion of 
these conventions into a single instrument. After exhaustive consideration, the Sub-Commit
tee adopted the second method, which appeared to it to be the more practicable, and drew up 
a General Act (Appendix 11) which was approved by the First Committee. This instrument 
in no way impairs the value of the three conventions; rather it increases their value as 
ree1ards the simplicity of the system and the elasticity of the undertakings. The General Act 
co~sists of four chapters, the first three of whic.h reproduce the distinctive provisions of the 
three Conventions C, B and A, while the fourth combines the general provisions of thrse 
Conventions. The General Act is open to the accession of States, and may be accepted by 
them in whole or in part (Article 38). 

• Appendices 1, 2 and 3 of this report are not here if!-cluded. T~ey are c:ontained in document A. 86 (1). 1928. IX, 
and are also annexed to the Minutes of the Plenary Meetmgs of the Nmth Ordmary SessiOn of the Assembly. 
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The elasticity which the Committee on Arbitration and .security d~sired to give ~0 ;l~e 
system of the three Conventions is maintained, and. ey~n mcr~ased, Ill the Gener~ c · 
Not only does the latter give States a possibility of lumtmg t~eir enga~ements (Article. 38J 
and of making reservations (Article 39) -the regulations relatmg to which have been reVIse 
and made more explicit - but it also allows of the scope of the engagements already .entered 
into being extended at any moment or of the r~se:vation~ made being .ab~ndoned (~rtiCl.e 40). 
Th~ General• Act also allows of partial denunciatiOn, which may consist m the notificatiOn of 
new reservations (Article 45). . . 1 h G 1 

Thus, while retaining the character of a law capable o~ be~ommg _umversa .• t ~ enera 
Act lends itself by the diversity of its provisions to an mfimte vanety of situatiOns and 
requirements. . · A b't f d 

It further preserves the essential character .which t~e Committee on . r I :a .wn an 
Security had finally given to the three Conventions. .Like. these COJ;venbons, It IS not a 
draft which requires to be negotiated upon, or to receive sign~tures m order. to become an 
effective instrument It is a document which can be converted mto a Convention as soon as 
it is accepted in its ~ntirety or in part by two States. It will remain open i~definitely for the 
accession of all other States. Naturally, it is assumed that Governments w1ll first secure t~e 
parliamentary approval necessary under their respective national constitutions, and that, m 
this way, the accessions will become valid. . . . 

The provisions of the General Act resultmg from the ~uswn of the th:ee Conven~wns 
have been modified in certain points, in view of the obs~rvations made by var~ous deleg~twns. 

Among the most important of these changes, mentiOn should be made of che follow111g : 

(1) The choice of the members of the .Arbitra~ Tribunal pr.ovided for in Chapter III 
in the case of disagreement among the parties (Article 23). This change was effected for 
the purpose of ensuring still more completely the impartiality of the Tribunal ; 

(2) The deletion of the reservation regarding constitutional principles (Article 39). 
The reasons which led to this reservation being omitted are that it would have created 
inequality as between States possessing different constitutional systems and also that what 
is essential in this reservation can be safeguarded by the provisions of paragraph (c) in the 
same article ; 

(3) The addition to the above-mentioned paragraph (c) in Article 39 of a reference to 
disputes concerning " specific subject-matters ". This would enable States which have 
concluded conciliation treaties with other States, and which do not desire, as regards 
these States, to enter into undertakings concerning judicial or arbitral settlement, to 
assume such undertakings with other States by acceding to the General Act. 

Other amendments were proposed, but were not adopted, such as : 

(1) The definition and enforcement of the term "reasonable time" in Article 31 
paragraph 1. It is, indeed, impossible to indicate what a "reasonable time " might be 
under the different national laws of the various countries, in view of the variety of the 
judicial systems and the practice of different States. Moreover, Article 41, under which 
all disputes regarding the interpretation and application of the General Act are submitted 
to the Permanent Court of International Justice, provides the means for dealing with any 
possible abuses ; 

(2) The addition to Article 39 of a provision whereby, should one party accede with 
reservations, any other party which has already acceded would be entitled, within a very 
short period, to indicate reservations which would be valid solely in its relations with the 
above-mentioned party. This addition would have seriously complicated the general 
structure of the system; and have led in practice to inextricable difficulties. 

_From another point of vie:-" the proposals ~f the Committee on Arbitration tmd Security 
contmue unchanged. By frammg three model bilateral Conventions (Appendix 2') in addition 
to the three model general Conventions, the Committee did not intend to indicate any preference 
as between these t":o clas~es of treaty. They were submitted simultaneously to take account 
of the two tendenCies which had appeared m the course of the Committee's work, i.e., one 
favourable to gen~ral engageme~ts and the other to particular engagements. Their simul
tane?us presentatiOn thus constituted, as between these two tendencies, a compromise which 
co.nt~m;ed t? be .respected. Never~heless, the framing of the General Act caused certain 
rrusgivmgs m thi.s respect. The F1rst C?mmittee desired to remove them by categorical 
s~atements conta~ned 111 the draft resolutiOn accompanying these documents. Three model 
biiat~ra~ convent~ons are anne~ed to this draft resolution, in addition to the General Act; 
and 1t 1s stated 111 the res?lution tha~ ~ountries whi~h prefer particular agreements may 
con~lude such agreements e1ther by usmg the model bilateral conventions or by concluding 
their agreements on other bases. 

The. draft resolution further inc!udes the substance of the preamble to the three general 
ConventiOns and of the dr~ft resolutiOn relating thereto; clauses taken from the provisions of 
the three general ConventiOns regarding the action of the League of Nations (No. 7) which it 
seemed P.referable to separate from the actual text of the General Act, so as to allow of this 
Act meetmg the case. of States not Members of the League of Nations. 

• See note on preceding page. 
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This J?aragraph.was modified during the discussion in Committee so as to remove certain 
apprehensiOns and It was understood that the action of the Council was not intended to 
interrupt any procedure which had been begun and that it would be desirable if the details of 
such action .were thoroughly examined at a later date. Finally, two provisions, one of which 
(No.9) provided for the communication of the General Act and of the model bilateral Conven
tions to States Members of the League of Nations and to such States non-Members of the 
League ~s may be indica~ed by the Council, and the other (No. 10) providing for lohe 
preparation ,by the Secretanat of the League of a list of the general or particular engagements 
contracted, ;to enable all of them to follow the future progress of the procedure for the 
pacific settlement of international disputes. 

The Third Committee also examined the draft resolution for the Assembly, drawn up by 
the Committee on Arbitration and Security, concerning the good offices of the Council with a 
view to the conclusion of treaties on the pacific settlement of international disputes. It 
adopted this draft with a slight addition in the last paragraph to bring it into line with the 
corresponding draft resolution concerning the good offices of the Council with a view to the 
conclusion of treaties of mutual assistance and non-aggression. 

The Third Committee therefore has the honour to submit to the Assembly for approval the 
two following draft resolutions : 

1. RESOLUTION ON. THE SUBMISSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF A GENERAL AcT (APPENDIX 11) 

AND OF THREE MODEL BILATERAL CONVENTIONS IN REGARD TO CoNCILIATION, ARBITRATION 

AND JUDICIAL SETTLD!ENT (APPENDIX 21.) 

" The Assembly : 

" Having considered the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
" (1) Firmly convinced that effective machinery for ensuring the peaceful settlement 

of international disputes is an essential element in the cause of security and disarmament; 
" (2) Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of the League of 

Nations, of methods of pacific settlement renders possible the settlement of all disputes; 
" (3) Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resultinf1 from 

international law is obligatory upon international tribunals; • 
" (4) Recognising that the rights of the several States cannot be modified except 

with their consent; 
" (5) Taking note of the fact that a great number of particular international 

conventions provide for obligatory conciliation, arbitration or judicial settlement; 
" (6) Being desirous of facilitating to the greatest possible degree the development 

of undertakings in regard to the said methods of procedure ; · 
" (7) Declaring that such undertakings ~re not to be interpreted as restricting the 

duty of the League of Nations to take at any time whatever action may be deemed wise 
and effectual to safeguard the peace of the world; or as impeding its intervention in virtue 
of Articles 15 and 17 of the Covenant, where a dispute cannot be submitted to arbitral or 
judicial procedure or cannot be settled by such procedure or where the conciliation 
proceedings have failed; 

" (8) Invites all States whether Members of the League or not, and in so far as their 
existing agreements do not already achieve this end, to accept obligations in pursuance of 
the above purpose either by becoming parties to the annexed General Act or by concluding 
particular conventions with individual States in accordance with the model bilateral 
conventions annexed hereto or in such terms as may be deemed appropriate; 

" (9) Resolves to communicate the annexed General Act and the annexed model 
bilateral conventions to all Members of the League of Nations and to such States not 
Members of the League as may be indicated by the Council. . 

" (10) Requests the Council to give the Secretariat of the League of Nations instruc
tions to keep a list of the engagements contracted in accordance with the terlllS of the 
present resolution either by acceptance of the provisions of the General Act or by the 
conclusion of particular conventions with the same object, so as to enable l\Iembers of the 
League and States non-Members of the League to obtain information as soon as possible. " 

2. RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE GooO OFFICES OF THE COUNCIL. 

" The Assembly : 

" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 25th, 1926, 
requesting the Council to offer its.good offices t? States l\Iembers of th~ League for the 
conclusion of suitable aareements hkely to estabhsh confidence and secunty; 

• See note, page 113. 
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" Recognising that the development of procedures for the pacific settle~entfof an~ 
· · · S · t"al factor I·n the preventiOn o wars, disputes which may anse between tates IS an ~ssen I . . 

· · · h" d · eluding treaties of this " Expresses Its appreciation of the progress a~ I~ve m con . t f II 
kind, and its desire to see the application of the pnnciple of the pacifiC settlemen ° a 
disputes extended as far as possible, and 

";Invites the Council to inform all States Members of the League that, should States 
< feel the need of reinforcing the general security conferred by the Covenant an? of contr~.ct 

ing for this purpose undertakings concerning the pacific settlement of any ?Isputes w ~\ 
may arise between them, and should negotiations in connection the~ewith meet. Wit 
difficulties, the Council would, if requested to do so by one of the P.arhes -after It has 
examined the political situation and taken account of the general mterests of. peace.
be prepared to place at the disposal of the States concern.ed its good of_fic~s, which, bemg 
voluntarily accepted by them, would be calculated to brmg the negotiatiOns to a happy 
issue. " -

II. 

As regards the question of non-aggression and mutual assista~ce, the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security has drawn up three model treaties (AppendiX 31

), n~mely, a model 
collective treaty of mutual assistance, a model collective treaty of non-aggressiOn, al!-d a m?del 
bilateral treaty of non-aggression. These model treaties conta~n, in Chapter II •. st~pulations 
concerning the peaceful settlement of disputes. These stipulatwn.s are broadly SI~lar to the 
corresponding stipulations in the General Act and in the model bilateral conventions for the 
pacific settlement of disputes. . 

The principles of these model treaties concerning non-aggression and Il!-utual assista.nce 
were ·explained in the introductory note drawn up by the Committee onArbitratwnand Se.cunty. 

It will be seen from this note that the model treaties do not provide for mutual assistance 
by the contracting parties in the case of aggression by a third State. This note indi~ated 
that it had been decided to insert in the said models only clauses of a ger1eral character hkely 
to be accepted in a treaty of this kind. Care was taken to indicate a certain number of parti
cular clauses which might be found useful in certain circumstances. Such are, for example, 
the clauses relative to flagrant aggression and to demilitarised zones. 

(1) As regards the clause concerning flagrant aggression, it has been proposed to accept as 
a general rule in treaties of mutual assistance a clause similar to Article 4, paragraph 3, of the 
Rhine Pact of Locarno. This clause reads as follows : 

" In the case of flagrant violation of Article 1 of the present Treaty by one of the High 
Contracting Parties, each of the other Contracting Parties hereby undertakes immediately 
to come to the help of the Party against which such a violation or breach has been directed, 
as soon as the said Power has been able to satisfy itself that this violation constitutes an 
unprovoked act of aggression and that, by reason either of the crossing of the frontier or the 
outbreak of hostilities, immediate action is necessary. Nevertheless, the Council of the 
League of Nations, when officially informed of the question in accordance with the first 
paragraph of this article, will issue its findings, and the High Contracting Parties undertake 
to act in accordance with the recommendations of the Council, provided that they are 
concurred in by all the members other than the representatives of the Parties which have 
engaged in hostilities. " 

~ertain S~ates attach parti~ular importance, in the case of a flagrant aggression, to the 
promise of assistance before actiOn is taken by the Council. But it was also thought that it 
waul~ be :Wiser not to re~omf!lend the system adopted at Locarno as a general rule and that the 
exammatiOn of the special Circumstances of each case will allow it to be decided whether the 
clause in question should he inserted in a given treaty or not. 

(2) . In the same way, as regards the establishment of demilitarised zones, it was recognised 
th~t: while they are often capabl~ of :~iving the nations concerned a greater sense of security, 
this IS not .always the ~ase.. Here, a gam, all depends on circumstances. If the contracting parties 
or some of them consider It useful to establish such zones on their frontiers they may do so by 
means of special conventions. ' 

During the discussion ~e~ore the Thir~ Committee, it was suggested that it might be well 
for ~he Preparato~y CommissiOn for the Disarmament Conference or the Committee on Arbi
tr~tiOn and Secunty, to d~~w up modeJ regulations for demilitarised zones.- Such a model 
might no doubt greatly !aCihta~e negotiations between States who were prepared to establish a 
zone or zones al?ng the~r frontiers.. In. the proceedings of the Inter-Parliamentary Union we 
~!ready possess mt~rest!,ng sugges!I?ns .m this connection, in particular, a preliminary draft of 
Gen~ral R~gulatwns for demihtansed zones, voted by the Union at its conference at 

Waslungton m 1925. 
_ T~e Third Co.mm~ttee decided .to amend slightly the draft resolution prepared by the 
Comnuttee on Arb1tratwn and Secunty for the submission and recommendation of the treaties 

1 See note, page 113. 
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of non-~ggrcssio~ and mutual assistance. To meet the wish expressed by certain delegations, 
dhe Thrrd Commrttee added the reference to the explanations given in the introductory note 
rawn up by the aforesaid Committee. 

I~ als? comJ?leted the same C~mmittee's draft resolution regarding the good offices of the 
C?unc!l w~th a VIeW_ to the con~lus~on of treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance. It 
drd thrs wrth the obJect of makmg 1t clearer that in such cases the Council's intervention could 
only be sought by one of the Parties concerned. · • • 

The Third Committee therefore has the honour to submit for the :J pproval of the Assembly 
the following draft resolutions : 

3. RESOLUTION ON THE SuBMISSION AND RECOMMENDATION OF MODEL 

TREATIES OF NON-AGGRESSION AND MuTUAL AssiSTANCE. 

" The Assembly; 

" Having noted the model treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance prepared 
by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and amended as a result of the work of the 
First and Third Committees of the Assembly, together with the explanations supplied 
in the introductory note drawn up by the first-named Committee; 

" Highly 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. " 

. 4. RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE GOOD OFFICES OF THE COUNCIL. 

" In view of the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 25th, 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 

treaties of non-aggression and mutual assistance 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 effectiYe 
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 treaties; 

" 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 Covenant 
and of concluding a treaty of non-aggression and mutual assistance or a treaty of non
aggression for this purpose, and should the negotiations relating thereto meet with 
difficulties, the Council would, if requested by one of the Parties -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, would be calculated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue. " 

III. 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security recommends that a draft resolution concern
incr the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Ju";;tice be submitted for the approval of the Assembly. This draft was examined by the First 
Committee, which made a useful addition to the penultimate paragraph. The Third Committee 
accepted the text thus revised. It therefore has the honour to propose to the Assembly the 
adoption of the following resolution : 

5. RESOLUTION REGARDING THE OPTIONAL CLAUSE OF ARTICLE 36 OF THE 
STATUTE OF THE PERMANENT COURT• OF INTERNATIONAL JuSTICE. 

" The Assembly : 

" Referring to the resolution of October 2nd, 1924, in which the Assembly, consider
ina 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 yirtue of t~a~ ~rticle,_with the reservations w~~ch they 
recrard as indispensable, and convmced that It ISm the mterest of the progress of mterna
tignal justice that the greatest possible number of States should, to the widest possible 
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extent, accept as compulsory the jurisdiction of the Court, recommends States to accede 
to the sard 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 effecti_vely the acceptance of the cla~se 
in question, it is expedient to diminish the obstacles wluch prevent States from commit-

' ting themselves; · 
" Being convinced that the efforts now being made through pr?gressive c~dification 

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 Sta~u~e. 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, w~wther 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, indicating 
at the same time the questions of international law the elucidation of which would in their 
opinion facilitate their accession to the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the 
Court; and 

"Asks the Council to inform the Assembly at its next session of the replies it has by 
then received. " 

IV. 

~ -
Lastly, the First Committee examined and approved a draft resolution submitted by the 

French delegation concerning the documentation of the Secretariat of the League of Nations in 
regard to treaties on peaceful settlement and arbitral awards. 

The Third Committee, having accepted his proposal, has the honour to submit for the 
approval of the Assembly the following resolution : 

6. RESOLUTION WITH REGARD TO THE REVISION OF THE SYSTEMATIC SURVEY 
OF ARBITRATION CoNVENTIONS AND TREATIES OF MUTUAL SECURITY DEPOSITED 

WITH THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS, PREPARED BY THE LEGAL SECTION OF THE 
SECRETARIAT. 

" The Assembly : 

" Recogni_sing the importance of the documentation which the Secretariat of the 
~eague of Nat_I?ns. has begun to collect concerning treaties of judicial settlement, arbitra
tiOn ~nd concrhatron, and of the maps and graphs which it contemplates establishing : 

Requests the Secretary-General to be so good as to invite the Governments of 
States ~embers or non-Members of the League of Nations to communicate to the 
Secretarra t the text : 

" (1) 0! those_ treaties for th~ pacific settlement of disputes which are now in 
force a~d whrch were concluded pnor to the establishment of the Learrue of Nations 
and whrch have not been registered; o 

. " (2) Of s~ch ar?itral awards affecting them as may be rendered in the future 
wrth the exceptiOn of Judgments of the Permanent Court of International Justice and 
of t~e Perr:ranent Court of Arbitration and of special tribunals such as the Mixed 
Arbrtral Trrbunals. " 
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ANNEX 8. 
A. I./6.1928. 

REVISION OF THE SYSTEMATIC SURVEY OF ARBITRATION CONYENTIQNS 
AND TREATIES OF MUTUAL SECURITY PREPARED 

BY THE SECRETARIAT. 

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY M. CASSIN (FRANCE). 

The First Committee might make a proposal to the Third Committee, in the report 
to the Assembly on arbitration, that the Secretary-General should be authorised to ask 
the Governments to communicate to the Secretariat: 

(1) Those treaties for the pacific settlement of disputes which are now in force 
and were concluded prior to the establishment of the League of Nations, and which 
have not been registered; 

(2) Such arbitral awards affecting them as may be rendered in the future (except 
judgments of the Court of International Justice and of special arbitral tribunals such 
as the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal). 

T.he object of this procedure would be to enhance the value of the Collection of Treaties 
of Arbitration and Security, which, in its present form, has the defect of presenting 
incomplete information. 

According to figures supplied by the Secretariat, the proposed additions would increase 
the cost of the next edition by about 3,000 francs, raising it from 27,000 to 30,000 fra14cs. 

As it is not contemplated to publish the next edition before 1930 at the earliest, the 
financial aspect of the matter would not have to be considered until next year. The action 
to be taken this year would involve no commitments for the future, but would simply consist 
in authorising the Secretariat to ask the Governments for such information as may be deemed 
necessary in order to make the next edition of the Collection as comprehensive as it should be. 


